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DEFINITIONS

IDA publishes the following documents to report the results of its work.

Reports

Reports are the most authoritative and most carefully considered products IDA publishes.
They normally embody results of major projects which (a) have a direct bearing on
decisions affecting major programs, (b) address issues of significant concern to the
Executive Branch, the Congress and/or the public, or (c) address issues that have
significant economic implications. IDA Reports are reviewed by oulside panels of experts
to ensure their high quality and relevance to the problems studied, and they are released
by the President of IDA.

Group Reporis

Group Reports record the findings and resuits of {DA established working groups and
panels composed of senior individuals addressing major Issues which otherwise would be
the subject of an IDA Report. IDA Group Reports are reviewed by the senior individuals
responsible for the project and others as selected by IDA to ensure their high quality and
relevance to the problems studied, and are released by the President of IDA.

Papers

Papers, also authoritative and carefully considered products of IDA, address studies that
are narrower in scope than those covered in Reports. IDA Papers are reviewed to ensure
that they meet the high standards expected of refereed papers in professional journals or
formal Agency reports.

Documents

iDA Documents are used for the convenience of the sponsors or the analysts (a) to record
substantive work done In quick reaction studies, (b) to record the proceedings of
conferences and meetings, (c) to make available preliminary and tentative results of
analyses, (d) to record data developed in the course of an investigation, or (e) to forward
information that is essentially unanalyzed and unevaluated. The review of IDA Documents
Is suited to their content and intended use.

The work reported in this document was conducted under contract DASW01 94 C 0054 for
the Department of Defense. The publication of this IDA document does not Indicate
endorsement by the Department of Defense, nor should the contents be construed as
reflecting the official position of that Agency.
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PREFACE

This paper reports the results of an inquiry into the evolving nature of U.S. military
presence activities, from the end of the Cold War to the present day and beyond. The
inquiry was conducted under a task from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Program
Analysis and Evaluation) and funded by the U.S. Air Force (Studies and Analysis).

IDA examined, for the period since the end of the Cold War, U.S. military activities
that generally fall under the broad concept of presence. Several key questions were
addressed: What is an appropriate framework for conceptualizing and analyzing presence?
What sorts of changes, if any, have occurred recently in U.S. presence activities? What are
the perspectives of the Services and other DoD organizations toward presence activities in
the new security environment? Are there any new approaches to conducting or assessing
presence that deserve serious consideration by the DoD?

This study compiles and analyzes the first all-Service chronology of discrete
presence incidents for the period from the beginning of the end of the Cold War (1983)
through late 1994. Six detailed case studies of presence operations were conducted.
Senior Service officials were interviewed and a variety of source materials from the
Services and the Unified Commands were reviewed in order to understand emerging U.S.
military perspectives on presence in the post-Cold War era. A methodology for comparing
the effectiveness of alternative U.S. presence postures in providing initial crisis
responsiveness is proposed and illustrated. And a set of costing principles that can be used
to evaluate altenative presence postures is defined and applied to an illustrative set of
presence posture alternatives.

The analyses conducted in this task were based exclusively on open source
materials. Several IDA project members have participated concurrently in analyses of the
presence issue for the Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed Forces (CORM).
By mutual agreement between the sponsors (OSD (PA&E) and the CORM), the results of
both study efforts have been made available to each sponsor as the analyses have
progressed.
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Jeff Grotte, Adm. Bob Hilton, Wade Hinkle, Chris Jehn, James Lacy, Karl Lowe, William
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I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last half century the National Security Strategy of the United States has
relied heavily upon various combinations of power projection capability and overseas
military presence.! Presence is considered a core military concept by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.2 In its 1993 Bottom Up Review (BUR), the Department of Defense (DoD) reiterated
the importance it attaches to the overseas military presence activities of all the Services and
the Commanders in Chief (CINCs) of the Unified and Specified Commands. It also
announced plans to assign to one of the Services—the U.S. Navy—significant extra force
structure in the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) solely for the purpose of presence.?

Given the importance of presence in the national security strategy and the massive
changes in the security environment over the last decade, are there any new approaches to
presence that warrant serious consideration by the DoD sooner rather than later?

The purpose of this paper is to report the results of an inquiry into the evolving
nature of U.S. military presence activities, from the end of the Cold War to the present day
and beyond. The paper is organized as follows. Chapter II first describes the principal
ways in which the concept of presence is defined within the U.S. national security
community and then develops a framework for considering presence. Chapter I depicts
U.S. military presence activities and trends since the end of the Cold War and offers
several potential explanations for observed changes. Chapter IV briefly outlines the current
process within the DoD for addressing presence and then characterizes the perspectives of
major DoD components with respect to presence. Chapter V summarizes a set of potential
alternatives for the provision of U.S. military presence in the years ahead, while

1 The White House, A National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement, 1 uly 1994,
2 The Joint Chiefs of Staff, The Joint Military Net Assessment, 1991 and (later years).

3 See DoD, The Bottom Up Review, 1993; see also the Secretary of Defense, 1994 Report to Congress,
p. 22: “Sizing U.S. naval forces for two nearly simultaneous MRCs provides a fairly large and robust
force structure that can easily support other, smaller regional operations. However, U.S. overseas
presence needs can impose requirements for naval forces, especially aircraft carriers, that exceed those
needed to win two MRCs. . . . the naval force of aircraft carriers, amphibious ships, and other naval
combatants is sized to reflect the exigencies of overseas presence, as well as the warfighting
requirements of MRCs.”
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Chapter VI outlines a methodology that could be used to assess the resource implications
of these alternatives. Chapter VII concludes the paper with a set of recommendations for
the DoD as it seeks to analyze and program resources for U.S. military presence. Several
appendices provide supporting material.




II. WHAT IS U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE AND WHY IS IT
IMPORTANT?

Many definitions of U.S. military presence are circulating within the U.S. national
security community today. This chapter describes them. It then proposes a framework for
thinking about presence as one among a number of instruments available for achieving the
objectives of presence. As will be described, the four principal objectives of presence are
taken to be the following: influencing international events in ways favorable to the national
interest, reassuring friends and allies, deterring aggression, and enabling initial crisis
response.

A. US. MILITARY PRESENCE CONCEPTS

A number of government documents were reviewed and interviews conducted in
order to determine current usage. The bibliography cites the key documents. Notable
among them were: The National Security Strategy of the United States, The Secretary of
Defense’s 1994 Report to Congress, The Bottom Up Review, The National Military
Strategy of the United States(Draft),The DoD Report to Congress on Forward Naval
Presence, The Joint Military Net Assessment, and selected Service and CINC publications
and briefings.

The concept of military presence has both a locational sense and an action or
mission sense.! U.S. military forces located in a specified foreign area are virtually
unanimously thought to be present there. Not surprisingly, forces not in that area are
considered not present there. These are locational aspects of the concept. On the other
hand, virtually everyone agrees that if military forces are engaged in combat they are in
combat and not doing presence.

Debates about the concept usually start over just which military forces that are not
engaged in combat are actually doing (or providing) presence. One school of thought has
asserted that only military units that are in foreign areas and engaged in routine non-combat

1 Dismukes suggests that presence refers to both a posture (location) and a mission (action). See Bradford
Dismukes, National Security Strategy and Forward Presence: Implications Jor Acquisition and Use of
Forces, CRM 93-192, Center for Naval Analyses, March 1994,
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activities [not engaged in National Command Authority (NCA)-ordered combat or non-
combat activities] are doing presence.2 A second school asserts that all military units in
foreign areas that are not engaged in combat are doing some form of presence.* A third
asserts that military units not engaged in combat may be doing presence even if they are
located in the United States—so long as they are ready on very short notice to move to a
foreign area somewhere around the globe and engage in local presence activities. A fourth
group insists that military units located in foreign areas and not engaged in combat are not
doing presence unless they are tangibly promoting one or more of the objectives of
presence.# Several groups assert that there are important distinctions to be drawn among
one or more of the following presence terms: presence, military presence, overseas

presence, forward presence, and global presence.?

For purposes of this study military presence is defined relatively inclusively. It is taken to
mean the overseas assets and activities of military units not engaged in combat. This
definition is consistent with that provided in the draft National Military Strategy of the
United States. This formulation does not by any means deny the value to the United
States of U.S.-based military capabilities in promoting the objectives of presence. To the
contrary, the framework spelled out in the next section implies that the U.S. has a wide

2 The Bottom Up Review, the Secretary of Defense Report 1o Congress, 1994, and the National Security
Strategy of the United States all at least imply that NCA-ordered operations, such as peacekeeping,
humanitarian assistance and noncombatant evacuation operations, are distinct from overseas presence
activities. The Commission on Roles and Missions working group Issue paper on presence (November
2, 1994) follows this general approach.

3 Joint Staff formulation as presented in discussions of the expanded Joint Requirements Oversight
Council JROC) in briefings to the Commission on Roles and Missions, and in the draft National
Military Strategy of the United States, September 1994,

4 This is the thrust of the arguments made by Adm. P. Dur in “Forward, Ready, Engaged,” Naval
Institute Proceedings, June 1994. He argues that having military assets located forward is not enough:
the forces must be manifestly capable of inflicting credible combat damage in order to be providing
real presence.

5 Some observers argue that military presence is a subset of presence, where the broader construct
includes both other governmental forms (political, diplomatic and economic) as well as U.S. €conomic,
scientific and cultural activities in foreign areas. Some observers distinguish between overseas military
presence (all forces stationed or deployed overseas in a non-combat mode) and call forward (naval)
presence a subset of overseas presence. The 1991 Air Force paper “Global Reach, Global Power”
articulated the concept that U.S.-based forces could project credibie power very rapidly to virtually any
area of the globe; this has given rise to the idea that these forces, while not necessarily continuously
present in a foreign area, can be there so rapidly that they exent a presence or have a presence value in
the area nevertheless.

6  National Military Strategy of the United States, Draft, September 1994,
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range of foreign policy instruments to achieve the objectives of presence, including
U.S.-based power projection assets. It is our conviction, based upon this analysis, that
this collection of foreign policy instruments is likely to work best when it is used in
concert, rather than in disjointed fashion.

B. A FRAMEWORK

There are differing views in the media, on Capitol Hill, and among the American
public as to how much the United States should spend to "do" presence. This debate has in
turn generated questions about the relative etficacy and cost-effectiveness of alternative
means of achieving the objectives of presence.

This section presents a conceptual framework for presence activities. In this
framework, all military assets and activities—whether located overseas or not, whether
engaged in NCA-ordered operations or not, whether belonging to one Service or
another—are resources available to the United States to safeguard and promote the principal
objectives of presence and, thereby, the national interest (Figure II-1).

Presence Assets

and Activities (in foreign

areas)

-non-combat military activity
and assets

-non-military activity: political,

ic, cultural, et

U.S.
Interests |

L

Other Assets 2

and Activities (in U.S.) .

--non-combat military activity [ /
and assets 0

--non-military activity:

political, economic, %
cultural, etc. i

Initial Crisis
Response

AR R R R SRR A R R AR S AR R

S N R e G A BNk S B S AN 585

Fgure ll-1. Presence as a Tool to Advance U.S. National Interests




The principal objectives of presence are taken here to be those of reassuring friends
and allies, influencing international events in ways favorable to U.S. interests, deterring
aggression, and providing appropriate initial crisis response capabilities overseas. This
statement of the principal objectives is consistent with that employed by the Joint Staff in its
Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) analyses. While not identical in wording to
the objectives of presence specified in the National Security Strategy, it does not differ
substantively. Economic, diplomatic, and military resources all play important roles in the
strategy of the United States in furthering important national values and interests. Presence
assets and activities provide one very important set of tools for promoting these values and
interests. The principal objectives of military presence may thus be advanced with a variety
of military and other, non-military tools, including activities and assets that are not
themselves traditionally considered part of presence per se. For example, in a recent
assessment the Joint Staff asserted that deterrence has been and is today promoted by a
combination of forward presence assets and other, e.g., power projection, capabilities.”

Identifying the most effective or cost-effective mix of alternative military assets to
promote any one of these important national objectives presents a very difficult analytic
challenge. We know from the historical record that there have been occasions when the
U.S. had significant combat capability in or very near a potential aggressor and that
presence did not deter the aggression.8 There have also been other occasions where
aggression against friends and allies has not occurred even though the U.S. did not have
sufficient conventional combat power in place to stop the aggression.?

Just what combinations of military instruments, and just what military instruments in
conjunction with other instruments of foreign policy, have worked well and will work well
in the future to promote the objectives of presence may be impossible to sort out
conclusively. Nevertheless, they may be analyzed constructively. While it seems clear that
U.S. military visits or small-scale military-to-military exchange programs can be of great
value in improving understanding between nations, it also seems extremely unlikely that
such activities could substitute for well-trained, carefully tailored military forces in

7 Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Miltary Net Assessment, 1991.

8 Iraq invaded Kuwait in August 1990 despite a significant naval presence in the area; N. Vietnam
attacked U.S. naval vessels in the Gulf of Tonkin in 1964 despite the overwhelming superiority of the
U.S. ships.

9 See Hank Gaffney, “Some Random Reflections on Naval Forward Presence,” a briefing, Center for
Naval Analyses, October 1994.
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providing an initial crisis response capability to conduct a Non-combatant Evacuation Order
(NEO), to monitor a no-fly zone over Southern Irag, or to establish a significant air strike
capability in Southwest Asia for the opening days of a Major Regional Contingency
(MRC).

To help advance DoD's understanding about presence activities, and to assist in
structuring some additional analytical tools to address presence issues in the post Cold-War
era, our approach in this scoping study is as follows. We first clarify some of the recent
changes in U.S. overseas presence activities. Then we describe the current process for
providing resources to conduct these kinds of activities and identify the perspectives of the
major DoD organizations concerning presence. Following this, we lay out several
alternative approaches that we believe warrant closer consideration by DoD. We illustrate a
simple yet potentially quite useful method for displaying and comparing potential
contributions of a variety of plausible military assets to achieve objectives of presence. This
method permits a structured analysis of the comparative benefits and limitations of each
kind of asset for a range of possible task(s). A costing methodology that could help the
DoD maintain a more systematic handle on the selection of alternative means to achieve the
objectives of presence is also outlined. The final chapter provides a set of conclusions and
recommendations.
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III. THE HISTORICAL RECORD

A. OVERVIEW

This chapter describes major changes in U.S. military presence activities over the
last decade, and then offers some explanation for them. The first section presents an
overview of major trends in levels of U.S. forces overseas and in other relatively routine
forms of presence activities. The second section presents the results of an effort to build
and analyze the first all-Service chronology of discrete presence incidents covering the last
decade. The third section describes the highlights of six detailed case studies of specific
presence activities that the United States has engaged in over the same period. The final
section offers a set of observations concerning these changes.

B. THE MACRO RECORD

Since 1985, the United States has dramatically reduced force levels both at home
and abroad. Figure III-1 and Table III-1 present the story.! The overwhelming majority of
reductions has occurred since 1989. A glance at the first three columns of Figure II-1 will
reveal this for overall worldwide U.S. active duty force levels. Note that virtually all the
change occurs in the last column of the group. In particular, as the final two columns of
the first row of Table III-1 also show, while U.S. active duty force levels worldwide
declined by 21 percent between 1985 and 1993, 20 of that 21 percent occurred since the
Berlin Wall came down on November 9, 1989.

U.S. force levels in areas outside the United States have also declined significantly
since 1985, but again, virtually all of the 40 percent reduction occurred since the Wall fell.
(The second set of three columns in Figure ITI-1 show this, and the numbers are provided
in the second row of Table III-1).

Most of the draw-down overseas has occurred in Germany, which has experienced
all of its 58 percent drop during 1985-93 since 1989. (See the third group of columns in
Figure III-1 and row three of the table.)

1 Secretary of Defense, Annual Report to Congress, January 1994, pp. C1-C2.

-1




Forward-located U.S. force levels in areas other than Germany have declined since
1985, again with nearly all reduction taking place since 1989. But note that, compared
with Germany, the reductions in other areas have been far less steep (23 percent since
1989), roughly comparable to reductions in overall active duty force levels (20 percent).

2500

W iess
[Jhose

2000

1500

1000

500

U.S. Active Duty Personnel In 000's

Total Active Total in foreign In Germany In other foreign

Figure llI-1. Trends in U.S. Active Duty Force Posture (1985-93)

Table 1lI-1. U.S. Active Duty Force Levels and Locations, 1985-93
(force levels in thousands of personnel)
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Since 1989, overall U.S. troop levels overseas have declined appreciably, except
for the Desert Shield/Storm operation. Although by no means as marked a reduction, some
U.S. naval forms of presence overseas may also have dropped slightly since 1989. Some
evidence for this may be found in Figure III-2, developed from Navy data provided to the
GAO. The figure suggests a slight overall reduction since 1989 in carrier deployments to
the three principal theaters for U.S. maritime presence.

4
35 M 1985

3 O1989
25 1992-93

[} Y
tn L o

Carriers Deployed Full Time
N

o

t
Overdl Med West Pac Indian Ocean
Forward Area

Source: Navy data from GAO Report GAO/NSIAD 93-74, February 1993.

Figure lll-2. Numbers of U.S. Naval Carriers Deployed Full Time to Selected
Forward Areas, 1985-93

While helpful in depicting very broad patterns, these macro pictures are still too
coarse to illuminate potentially important changes in U.S. presence activities and in Service
involvement in them. Accordingly, the study team analyzed two additional types of
information. First, a chronology of nearly a hundred discrete presence incidents has been
developed, drawing on open-source Service data and citations from standard newspapers
and other sources. Second, six case studies have been conducted of U.S. participation in
events involving Libya in 1986 (Operation El Dorado Canyon), Iraq in 1991 (Operations
Provide Comfort, Poised Hammer and Southern Watch), Haiti in 1994 (Operation Uphold
Democracy), Bosnia in 1992 (Operations Sharp Guard, Provide Promise, and Deny
Flight), and Macedonia in 1993 (Operation Able Sentry).
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C. DISCRETE INCIDENTS

Drawing on a range of open source data about U.S. involvement in discrete
presence incidents, this study presents the first all-Service chronology of such activities
over the last decade and provides an analysis of key trends.2 Appendix A offers a full
description of the incidents and methods employed. This section provides a brief overview
of major findings.

1. Introduction

The chronology spans 12 years, from January 1983 to September 1994. Three
sub-periods were then compared, roughly covering the last years of the Cold War
(1983-86), a transition phase (1987-90), and the post-Cold War (1991-94). These three
periods each include one of the "benchmark” years (1985, 1989, and 1993) that we
highlighted in the previous "Macro" section. The benchmark years were selected as likely
to be representative of each of these periods examined in this section. This set of discrete
presence incidents (hereinafter either presence or "political-military" incidents)® was
analyzed in several ways. The first assessment tallied the number of incidents, their
duration, and the force levels involved; the second analysis compared the locations and
types of incidents. The third cut at the data addressed the participation of the Services,
both jointly and independently.

2. Political-Military Incidents, Duration, and Size: 1983-1994

Table III-2 provides findings concerning numbers of political-military incidents,
their duration, and their size.

2 Key sources are provided in the bibliography for Appendix A.

3 Discrete incidents of the sort examined here were defined as "political-military incidents" by Bamry
Blechman and Stephen Kaplan, Force Without War, The Brookings Institution, 1978.
Political-military incidents involve the deliberate use of military force in foreign areas in a non-combat
mode to achieve national goals by influencing foreign perceptions. They thus fall under the rubric of
presence activities as we have defined presence here. This definition refers to U.S. response. Events
which the U.S. did not respond to with military forces were not considered.
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Table IlI-2. Discrete

Incidents: Numbers, Duration, and Force Size

Yearly incidents >90 Yearly Maior Force

Period Incidents Average Days Average Commitment
1983-1986 40 10 8 2 0
1987-1990 26 6.5 9 2.25 3
1991-1994 34 8.5 15 3.75 6
Grand Total 100 - 32 - 9

The average numbers of new incidents in the three periods indicate no clear trend
upward or downward. However, a look at the lengthier incidents, presumably the more
substantive events in terms of cost, manpower committed, etc., reveals that the frequency
of events longer than 90 days has grown in absolute terms. Furthermore, as Appendix A
documents, the average level of military force employed in these incidents has also risen
significantly over the course of the past dozen years. The two principal findings in this
section are that the numbers of lengthy incidents and major force commitments in these
incidents have risen markedly over the course of 1983-94.

3. Political-Military Incident Location and Type: 1983-94

The second set of findings concemns the location and type of these incidents. Figure
IMI-3 indicates the geographic trends.
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The most obvious trend is that the Middle East (including North Africa) is no longer
the primary focus of U.S. political-military activity. If current trends continue, it is no
more likely to be the locale for new incidents than either Europe or Sub-Saharan Africa,
both of which are receiving substantially more American attention in terms of these
incidents. The Western Hemisphere continues to be the site of many new incidents. East
and South Asia, on the other hand, receive scant U.S. attention in these terms. (The study
group also examined the geographic distribution of incidents lasting at least 90 days, but in
this case found no significant differences from the distribution in the overall incident set.)

Among incident types, two kinds dominate. Of seven categories of incidents,4
those defined as threat situations and humanitarian operations comprised the vast majority
over the 12-year period. However, humanitarian operations, once a small fraction of new
incidents, now occur about as often as threat situations. As U.S. attention has shifted from
one geographic region to another, the nature of political-military missions that U.S. forces
are engaging in also is shifting—from threat situations to humanitarian operations.

4. Service Roles in Political-Military Incidents: 1983-94

The third set of findings concemns Service participation. The study revealed that,
with the exception of the Department of the Navy,5 the Services are increasingly
participating in political-military incidents.6 Complementing this trend, the number of joint
operations has steadily increased, from 12 to 14 to 24 incidents in the three respective
periods. The number of incidents lasting longer than 90 days has grown relative to the
number of active duty personnel, thus increasing the per person burden placed on the U.S.
military. Finally, and disregarding the jointness of each incident, i.e., the relative extent of
an individual Service’s involvement in, any given operation, Figure III-4 reveals overall

4 The seven are: Counterdrug operations, Freedom of Navigation Acts, Humanitarian Relief, Support
Operations, Threat situations, Visits, and Exercises. For details, see Appendix A.

5 Department of Navy forces include the U.S. Marine Corps.

6 In absolute terms, U.S. Army involvement has increased from 8 to 11 to 20 incidents per period; U.S.
Air Force involvement has shifted from 15 to 11 to 24 incidents per period; DoN involvement has
dropped from 31 to 25 to 269 incidents per period. See Appendix A, Section IV, for details.
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Figure lll-4. Service Participation in New Incidents/Period

trends in Service participation in new political-military incidents. Clearly each Service
plays a significant role—with the Air Force and Army units becoming more frequent
participants. In the latest period, for example, the Air Force participated in more than two-
thirds of the incidents while the Army participated in roughly half of them. Whereas the
Navy and Marine Corps had been by far the most frequent participants in the earlier
periods, this appears to be declining.

D. CASE STUDIES

1. Background

Six case studies, shown in Table III-3, were undertaken as part of the study effort.

Table 1ll-3. Case Studies

Case Country Involved Time Frame Study in Appendix

El Dorado Canyon Libya 1986 B

Provide Comfort Iraq 1991-ongoing Cc

Uphold Democracy Haiti 1994-ongoing D

Sharp Guard, Provide Bosnia 1992-ongoing E
Promise, Deny Flight

Poised Hammer, Iraq 1991-ongoing F
Southern Watch

Able Sentry Macedonia 1993-ongoing G

These studies are heuristic, their purpose being exploratory and illustrative.
Specifically, a key objective was to examine to what extent military assets are being used to
support political and foreign policy goals. A secondary objective was to take a closer look
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at the specific assets brought to bear in several cases. The forces available to the National
Command Authority (NCA) for resolving a crisis are without equal in the post-Cold War
period compared to those of other nations, and the NCA consequently has an extensive
menu of force options upon which it can draw.

2. Observations

U.S. military forces are being used to support a broad array of U.S.
political and foreign policy goals.

In almost every major UN peacekeeping operation of the past 5 years, U.S. military
forces have been heavily involved—in Bosnia, Iraq, and Macedonia. They have also been
used for the unorthodox purpose of humanitarian aid, as the case of PROVIDE COMFORT
illustrates (and the UN intervention in Somalia as well). Operation RESTORE
DEMOCRACY, the recent U.S. intervention in Haiti, exemplifies the continuing use of the
U.S. military in the Western Hemisphere, even after the Cold War. Finally, the U.S.
strike on Libya in 1986 calls attention to the role of the U.S. military in combating
terrorism, a threat that continues to plague nations on a global scale. (A more recent replay
of EL DORADO CANYON was the Tomahawk strike on Iraq in connection with the
assassination attempt on former President Bush.)

U.S. military actions now typically include more than one service.

In all cases examined, more than one Service was involved. The Navy-Marines
and Air Force teamed to carry out the attack on Libya, and in PROVIDE COMFORT both
the Navy and Air Force were involved in the early stage of the humanitarian effort and
were later joined by ground forces when the decision was made that such forces were
required. In the Macedonia case, the Army had the lead role, supported by Air Force
transport aircraft.

The chances for a successful military operation may be greater with more than one
Service, or even sometimes two. The Air Force transport aircraft involved in ABLE
SENTRY and PROVIDE COMFORT, for example, were important elements in the success
of those two missions, and, again in PROVIDE COMFORT, ground troops were found to
be ultimately necessary. And in the case of Operation EL DORADO CANYON, the carrier-
based aircraft and the Air Force F-111s in the United Kingdom were both considered
necessary for a successful strike.
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Alternative forces are often available to execute specific missions,
and consideration is not always given to the full menu of options
available. '

The process for determining the weapons and forces to be employed in a particular
crisis has not always focused on cost-effectiveness considerations. Tradition, for example,
can play a strong role in determining what kind of forces are chosen. In some cases, force
selection is a function of what assets are closest to the area of concern, particularly when a
quick response is required. Often, the basis of the decision is not entirely clear. The case
of EL DORADO CANYON, for example, leaves unresolved the question of why the
F-111s were made part of the strike force. Was it for political reasons (to involve the
United Kingdom) or because of the technical limitations of the carrier-based aircraft? Why,
in the case of the Haiti intervention, were CONUS-based aircraft introduced into the crisis
so late? Those aircraft and the troops deployed on them were, along with the diplomatic
initiatives, apparently decisive elements in resolving the crisis, but how much thought was
given to them until late in the crisis.

E. OBSERVATIONS

1. Overall Findings

Fewer forces are stationed forward today. There has been significant continuity
over the last decade in maritime routine forward presence patterns. There is increased
participation by Army and Air Force in discrete presence activities. Increased jointness of
operations is also evident in discrete presence activities, and these activities are lasting
longer on average. The relative frequency of humanitarian and peace operations has
increased, and there is a significantly smaller active force to draw on in order to conduct
them.

From the case studies, several observations are worth highlighting (see the
appendices for details). First, there is considerable joint involvement evident in these often
complex operations. Second, force and Service mixes for a given operation are rarely
dictated conclusively by the nature of the presence operation. There appears to be some
latitude available to decision-makers in the selection of forces for a given operation.
Chapter V will propose some techniques to assist in selecting force packages when the
U.S. has some latitude in this regard.

I11-9




2. Explaining Changes
A number of major factors appear to account for the changes that we have observed
in presence patterns over the last decade. Among them are the following:

e The end of the Cold War has reduced many traditional forward presence
requirements, €.g., in Europe, and has opened opportunities to participate
more vigorously in peace/humanitarian operations.

*  Promoting the transition to democracy with U.S. military forces in a non-
combat role is a higher administration priority now than during much the Cold
War.

*  The longer duration of presence activities may be due to the higher fraction of
peace/humanitarian operations combined with the possibility that those types
of operations are more extended by their nature, on a average, than others.

*  The Joint Staff is placing greater emphasis on joint operations.
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IV. THE CURRENT PRESENCE REQUIREMENTS PROCESS
AND DOD PERSPECTIVES ON THE FUTURE

A. CURRENT REQUIREMENTS PROCESS

Forces for overseas presence fall into three general categories: forward-stationed
forces—mainly Army and Air Force in Europe, Japan and Korea—and overseas
prepositioned equipment for forces that will deploy from the United States; forces that
regularly deploy for periods of up to 6 months, mainly Navy and Marine forces (CVBG
and ARG/MEU(SOC)); and various programs of foreign military interaction.

Forward-stationed forces count as presence forces but their requirements are
determined largely for warfighting and initial response in contingencies. Requirements for
forward-stationed forces are developed in National Security and Military Strategy reviews
and in the strategy, planning and force structure documents found in the Planning,
Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS) and the Joint Strategic Planning System
(JSPS).

Forward presence forces that deploy on a regular basis for periods of up to 6
months consist mainly of Navy and Marine Corps units, but Army and Air Force units
occasionally rotate overseas in a similar fashion. CENTCOM, EUCOM, and PACOM have
stated requirements for 100 percent CVBG/ARG coverage in their areas of responsibility
(AOR). The Global Naval Force Presence Policy (GNFPP) Message provides guidance for
allocating CV/CVN and ARG/MEU(SOC) assets to cover shortfalls from this 100 percent
coverage within the current CVBG force levels and deployment policies. The shortfalls are
met with, for example, a USAF Composite Air Wing or US Army field deployments. The
Adaptive Joint Force Packaging (AJFP) Concept is another process that is being developed
and tested to provide forces to CINCs for routine and crisis deployments of forces “to
substitute altenative joint packages for the standard naval force configuration used to
provide response to crises and overseas military presence.” The U.S. Atantic Command,
USACOM, is the Joint Force Integrator with this responsibility. As the AJFP Concept
now stands, the CINC states a capability requirement that is validated by the CJCS/Joint
Staff. ACOM, in coordination with the supported CINC, then develops a tailored AJFP to
meet the required capability.




And, finally, many overseas units and individuals perform tasks that demonstrate
commitment, improve collective military capabilities, promote democratic ideals, relieve
suffering, and enhance stability. In the past, individual CINCs have had their own
processes for establishing these requirements. Two examples are CINCPAC’s
Cooperative Engagement Matrix Process and EUCOM’s Theater Security Planning
System. More recently, the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) has established
the Joint Warfare Capabilities Assessment (JWCA) Process to provide a methodology for
overseeing and comparing presence programs in the CINC AORs. These programs include
security assistance; combined planning and exercises; military liaison teams; Regional
Study Centers; Special Operations Force; defense attachés; Army Foreign Area Officer
programs; Personnel Exchange Program; port calls, visits, deployments, and
demonstrations; Cooperative Threat Reduction Program; NATO Partnership for Peace;
humanitarian mining clearing operations; and counterdrug programs.

In his 1994 annual report to Congress the Secretary of Defense articulated an
approach to presence which may be broadly characterized as having three key features:

*  Maintain a significant maritime presence in three major areas—notably the
Western Pacific, the Mediterranean, and the Indian Ocean. Continue to station
significant U.S. land-based forces in two areas—North East Asia and Europe.
Provide relevant prepositioned assets as needed and feasible for all major
areas, and otherwise address all areas on a case-by-case basis.

*  Rely, in achieving these presence-level objectives, upon forces from the Army,
Air Force and Marine Corps that are justified programmatically for war
fighting. Rely upon naval forces that are programmed for warfighting as well
but, in addition, permit the Navy to maintain at least one extra carrier battle
group—above and beyond that in the program force for warfighting—to round
out the force the Navy says is needed to provide SecDef-approved levels of
naval presence to each of the three major theaters of Areas of Responsibility
(AORs).!

*  Encourage cautious experimentation with several alternative possible means of
maintaining presence capabilities to supplement presence forces in key AORs
for such times when a naval carrier battle group is not in the Mediterranean, or,
alternatively, when it is not in the Indian Ocean.

1 See SecDef Report to Congress, January 1994, p. 22.
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B. PERSPECTIVES OF DOD COMPONENTS—THE OFFICE OF THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The Office of the Secretary of Defense has indicated the importance it attaches to
presence through the Bottom Up Review and the Secretary’s Annual Report to Congress,
both of which were quoted from earlier. The Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation,
as the OSD sponsor of this study, has clearly indicated its interest in improved
understanding of presence and possible presence approaches.

C. PERSPECTIVES OF DOD COMPONENTS—THE JOINT STAFF

There are several indications that at least some parts of the Joint Staff would like to
strengthen and integrate DoD processes to meet the objectives of presence. The expanded
Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) effort to improve presence planning is one
example. Intimations of the desirability of improving the existing process surfaced in the
Preface to DoD's 1994 Report to Congress on Naval Forward Presence.2 Discussions with
several Joint Staff representatives to the Commission on Roles and Missions of the Armed
Forces (CORM) suggested strongly that the current process is not sufficiently integrated.
The Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. William Owens, has issued several
calls for a more integrated, joint approach to presence.3 Finally, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Gen. John Shalikashvili, recently suggested publicly that there may be a
more joint, integrated means of doing presence:

When you project power and you would like to keep an aircraft carrier

forward deployed to be ready for the unexpected, is it really necessary to do

that all the time? Or is it possible, in some theaters, during the time that you

don’t have the carrier, to forward deploy certain ground-based air together

with some Marines or Ranger type units? You might wish to supplement

with some bombers on alert or forward-deployed. So you can create the

effect on the ground, if need be, that is identical to the one the carrier would

project. And so all of a sudden you say to yourself, ‘Maybe I don’t need to

deploy the same capability all the time. Maybe I can build my forward

presence around an Aegis cruiser and the air piece I forward deploy and put
on the ground.4

2 DoD, Report to Congress on Naval Forward Presence, 1994, Secret.

3 Remarks by Adm. W. Owens to the Military Operations Research Society on the JROC, October 18,
1994, Arlington, VA.

4  Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, “Readiness: It’s a Balancing Act,”
Air Force Times, January 2, 1995.
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D. PERSPECTIVES OF DOD COMPONENTS—THE SERVICES

Through this study effort and a related analysis for the Commission on Roles and
Missions, a significant amount of material concerning Services' perspectives on presence
activities was identified and collected. Appendix H provides a compilation. Appendix I
provides a similar set of CINC position papers. The following two sections offer
representative statements from the Services and CINCs.

1. U.S. Air Force

Interview with Chief of Staff of the Air Force

Former USAF Chief of Staff Gen. Merrill McPeak was interviewed on October 12,
1994. His summary position concerning presence may be paraphrased as follows:

Presence is not a mission. It is especially not a mission that is the

monopoly of any one Service. Presence is a characteristic of armed forces,

like speed or mass or maneuverability. All armed forces, wherever they are

located, possess the characteristic of "presence" to a greater or lesser

degree. . . . We usually think of presence as a function of location, or

geography. This is accurate as far as it goes, but we should also think of

presence as a function of time. . . . Thus, the 82nd Airborne, stationed at

Ft. Bragg, is 'present’ quickly, anywhere. Others know this and take this

form of presence into account. CONUS-based long-range air forces

exercise particularly effective 'presence’ because they can be overhead any

spot on the Globe in less than 24 hours from a standing start.

General Fogleman assumed the position of USAF Chief of Staff late in 1994.
While the study team has not had the opportunity to interview General Fogleman for this
study, The Commission on Roles and Missions has received several statements from him
suggesting significant continuity on the issue of presence, with additional interest in

promoting collaborative efforts with all the Services in conducting presence activities.

CORM Submission by the U.S. Air Force

The CORM received from the Department of the Air Force a document entitled
"Assessment of Air Force Contributions to Overseas Presence," dated 15 December 1994.
This document is provided at Appendix H. It describes the USAF position that the Service
contributes forces relevant to overseas presence in four major categories, as follows:

The USAF contributes to Overseas Presence with unique forces which are
globally deployed, globally capable, ready to deploy, or deployed in region.
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These air and space forces incorporate numerous technological advances to
provide a uniquely flexible and lethal contribution to America's presence
strategy. USAF forces allow the U.S. to project power across the spectrum

of conflict with reduced vulnerability, cost, and risk.3

2. US. Army

Interview with the Chief of Staff of the Army

The study team interviewed Chief of Staff of the Army Gen. Gordon Sullivan
concerning overseas presence on December 20, 1994. Notes from the interview are
provided at Appendix H. In essence, General Sullivan said that the demand for Army
resources in presence and other types of political-military missions has increased
significantly in the past few years. He estimated that such uses of Army resources had
grown 300 percent since the end of the Cold War. In fact, he noted, in August the Army
had a force of at least 5 soldiers in 105 different nations. He suggested that ‘presence’
might be equated with ‘present for duty in the minds of the target.'

CORM Submission by the Department of the Army

The CORM received a position paper from the U.S. Army on 22 December 1994
entitled "The Army: The Central Element of America's Overseas Presence.” The document
is provided in Appendix H. The central thrust of the Army's position is captured by the
following:

The Army, as the Nation's strategic force for prompt and sustained land
combat, remains the comerstone of effective overseas presence. Overseas
presence is multidimensional and executed by multiple, complementary
means including not only forward stationed forces and prepositioned
equipment, but also military-to-military contact, security and humanitarian
assistance, combined exercises, peacekeeping, and peace enforcement and
intervention operations. . . . The Army, as the primary land element of U.S.
military power in support of all aspects of overseas presence, plays a central
role in our national capability for shaping the international security
environment. The foundation of our Nation's overseas presence remains a
trained soldier on the ground, promoting stability and thwarting aggression
wherever deployed.6

5 Department of the U.S. Air Force, "Assessment of Air Force Contributions to Overseas Presence,”
December 15, 1994,

6 Department of the U.S. Army, "The Army: The Central Element of America's Overseas Presence,”
December 22, 1994,
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3. U.S. Marine Corps

Interview with the Commandant of the Marine Corps

As have many of the Service Chiefs, Commandant Gen. Carl Mundy has articulated
his positions concerning overseas presence in a number of contexts over the years. A key
point he made in a recent interview concerning presence was:

Preparation for war must not result in a diminution of our abilities to do

crisis response and war avoidance operations like those that took place in

Rwanda, off Haiti, or Cuba this year; or in Bangladesh, Liberia, Somalia,

Kuwait, the Philippines and Haiti in years past. As an example, in 1991,

Marines were involved in the evacuation of nearly 20,000 citizens and
diplomats, assisted 2 million refugees, and deployed 90,000 Marines to

combat.”

CORM submission by the Marine Corps

The U.S. Marine Corps provided a position paper to the CORM concerning its role
in presence activities that is contained in Appendix H.

4. U.S. Navy

Interview with the Chief of Naval Operations

A member of the study team interviewed Chief of Naval Operations Adm. Jeremy
Boorda concerning overseas presence on October 17, 1994. The record of his interview is
provided at Appendix H. His fundamental position on this issue may be seen in the
following: The maintenance of a continuous presence in a region has important benefits
for political military operations. Not only does it familiarize the Service with the region,
but it gives it a leg up in deploying forces when the contingency occurs. . . . Admiral
Boorda noted that the key point in political/military operations is to convince the target that
the U.S. has the will to carry out its threats or promises. This often, he said, requires a
demonstration of the willingness to actually use firepower.

7  Gen. C. E. Mundy, Jr., USMC Commandant, "Strategy for a New Era," The Retired Officer Magazine,
November 1994, p. 54.
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CORM submission by the Department of the Navy

The Secretary of the Navy, John Dalton, provided a recommendation to the CORM
on September 1, 1994, concerning several topics including presence.® He urged the
CORM to:

Assess our requirement for sea-based forces overseas for Presence and
Crisis Response, and assign the Navy and Marine Corps primary functions
in providing combat ready forces forward for deterrence of conflict,
promotion of interoperability, crisis control and to enable the deployment of
heavier CONUS-based forces.

His supporting rationale for this recommendation included the following:

While our vital interests are still largely across the ocean, the indisputable
trend is to base more of our power projection potential in CONUS. The
importance of combat ready, credible sea-based power (ground forces and
air power) has increased proportionally as both a signiticant deterrent and as
a capability to preempt crises and prepare the battlefield. The Bottom Up
Review recognized this change in adding presence as a force sizing criterion
in addition to the requirement for two Major Regional Contingencies
(MRCs).

Other Navy Inputs

The Navy has developed a methodology for estimating the U.S. naval force
structure that, under Navy assumptions and policies, would suffice to meet various levels
of theater by theater forward presence requests of the geographic CINCs. This
methodology was briefed to the study team by Adm. Philip Dur in October 1994.9

One of the Navy representatives to the CORM, Adm. Thomas Lynch, also had the
following to say about the U.S. presence activities:

Some of the issues that are most near and dear to us (involve)
presence—overseas presence. For instance, we’ve had those from other
Services and others who have said that bombers from Barksdale AFB (in
Louisiana) or having a GI on the ground or a missionary in country—that’s
presence. That’s true. But when we’re talking about presence in a military
sense, we're talking about credible combat power in the region, knowing

8  The following two quotes are taken from a letter to Dr. John White, Chairman of the CORM, from the
Secretary of the Navy, September 1, 1994,

9  The methodology is contained in the secret DoD Report to Congress on Naval Forward Presence cited
above. See also Adm. P. Dur, “Forward, Ready, Engaged,” Naval Institute Proceedings, June 1994,
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the environment, knowing the people, interoperability with our allies and
being there very timely, very responsive. That’s presence. And that’s what
the Navy and Marine Corps have been doing. That’s what we’re all about
since the days of the Barbary pirates. So that’s very important to us—to

make sure it is articulated properly.10

5. The U.S. Coast Guard

The Commandant of the Coast Guard, Adm. Robert E. Kramek, provided
submissions to the CORM on August 12, 1994, and on November 22, 1994, concerning
forward presence that are contained in Appendix H-11 The central position of the Coast
Guard appears to be as follows:

As a maritime operating agency with regulatory and enforcement
responsibilities, the Coast Guard is closely identified with in size, mission,
and capability by most of the navies throughout the world. As such, we are
a unique non-threatening, humanitarian, yet military instrument for
achieving national security objectives. Through security and technical
assistance, and joint/combined exercises, the Coast Guard is frequently
used by the CINC:s as the force of choice in achieving forward presence,
good will, and the advancement of national influence. These Coast Guard
capabilities should continue to be an available resource to the CINCs and I
am committed to that end.

E. PERSPECTIVES OF DOD COMPONENTS—SELECTED CINCS

1. U.S. Atlantic Command (USACOM)

CORM Submission

USACOM Deputy Commander in Chief, Vice Adm. H.W. Gehman, Jr., submitted
a document to the CORM on 1 December 1994 containing the following CINC perspective
concerning future overseas presence:

There is lile doubt as to the overall utility and purpose of
presence—assurance, influence, deterrence and crisis response. These
purposes are as valid today as they have been for 200 years. However, it is
the depth of our resources and the nature of the threat that should tailor our
response. The type or method of presence, whether permanently forward
based or rotational, requires constant and comprehensive review to ensure
that it is proportional to the threat....The Unified Command Plan, signed by

10 “If We Want to Have Air Force Subsumed We Could Probably Make That Happen,” an interview with
Adm. Thomas Lynch, the Navy’s liaison to the Commission on Roles and Missions of the U.S.
Armed Forces reproduced in The Virginian-Pilot, Norfolk, Virginia, November 26, 1994, p.6.

11 A letter to Dr. John White, Chairman of the CORM, from The Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard,
Adm. Robert E. Kramek, August 12, 1994.
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President Clinton on September 24, 1993, directed USACOM to execute
geographic CINC responsibilities, train and integrate joint forces, and
provide these forces to war fighting CINCs. For USACOM, this
evolutionary change translates into both a permanent AOR responsibility
and an expanding role in both providing and tailoring global and theater
level presence.

The general statement above was then followed by this perspective on the need for
innovation, integration, and more jointness:

Since the end of World War II, a pattern of overseas presence has evolved
to support our strategic goals. As an example, the United States has
maintained naval and ground forces in Europe and the Far East on a
continual and rotational basis since 1945. The support requirement has now
changed; logic would dictate that old paradigms for presence should do
likewise. It is time to reconsider what is really required and what has
simply become automatic. Deployment should occur because there is a
requirement, not simply to fill a schedule. Residual Cold War deployment
patterns can and should be modified in relation to existing threat patterns.
Much of our current investment in overseas presence can be supplemented
or offset by making flexible use of combined and joint force capabilities....
JTF 95 is an important first link in the process to use the full spectrum of
capabilities resident in our nation's armed forces for future presence and
response requirements.

2. U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM)

CORM Submission

Former CINCCENT, General J. P. Hoar (USMC), provided the following
perspective to the CORM while he was still CINCENT:

Recommend that the commission define forward presence and crisis
response as the primary roles for the naval Services and assign them the
primary function of conducting littoral warfare, encompassing sea-based
power projection from surface, subsurface, and naval aviation platforms,
amphibious warfare and maritime prepositioning forces, and their influence

well inland beyond the traditional boundary of the high water mark.12

CENTCOM has not provided, as of this date, a submission to the CORM
comparable to that sent by the other geographic CINCs.

12 A letter to Dr. John White, Chairman of the CORM, from CINCENT, Gen. J. P. Hoar, August 3,
1994,
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General Hoar was interviewed, after his retirement, concerning presence issues.
The interview, conducted by a representative of the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) for
the CORM presence effort, suggests among other things that a mid-size amphibious carrier
looks to most of the world like very credible combat power.

3. U.S. European Command (EUCOM)

Gen. George A. Joulwan, CINCEUCOM, forwarded a document to the CORM on
December 15, 1994, concerning his perspectives on presence. This document, reproduced
in Appendix I, included the following highlights:

Europe is where we have the majority of our forward stationed forces and
where our presence matters most. . . . Presence not only creates the
environment in which our influence is welcome, it adds credibility to our
leadership. Because our words are connected to resources—resources and
capabilities actually present in the region, as opposed to merely
promised—they have a special weight. . . . I encounter daily the
effectiveness of all forms of our forward presence in furthering U.S.
interests. . . . I have no doubt about the importance of our forward presence
but I know it is a "hard sell" in Washington. Deterrence is measured in the
undetectable units of what didn't happen. The ways of influence are difficult
to trace and having a lot of it doesn't always mean that you get exactly what
you want.

4. U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM)

Admiral Macke, CINCPAC, responded on December 2 to a request from the
Chairman of the CORM concerning CINCPAC's perspectives on presence. The response
is in Appendix I. Noteworthy points include:

Forward presence is essential to our concept of operations. It ties together
U.S. interests and objectives and takes on many shapes. These can include
high level visits, defense attaché activities, military sales, military to military
contact programs, exchange and training programs (including IMET and
training assistance), multilateral seminars and conferences, exercises, small
unit exchanges, humanitarian and civic assistance, port calls, band visits,
and staff talks. . . . The U.S. Pacific Command has developed a universal
process for unified commands to manage forward presence activities,
planning processes, and allocation of scarce resources. We call it the
Cooperative Engagement Matrix. The Matrix provides the staff with a data
base to formulate recommendations, prioritize forward presence activities,
and conduct comparative analyses for commanders.

5. U.S. Southern Command (SOUTHCOM)

Adm. J. B. Perkins III, Deputy CINCSOUTH, responded on November 21, 1994,
to the CORM's request for the CINC's perspective on overseas presence. Admiral Perkins

IV-10




indicates that SOUTHCOM has had many decades of experience in operations other than
war, or overseas presence activities from their perspective. SOUTHCOM's briefing,
contained in Appendix I, provides CINCSOUTH's assessments of the types of presence
activities most helpful in addressing three of the CINC's major challenges: Counterdrug
efforts; Military to Military Contact Programs; and Nation Assistance.

6. U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM)

A SOCOM representative responded on November 10, 1994, to the CORM request
for SOCOM perspectives on their contributions to overseas presence. The document is
contained in Appendix I. SOCOM's overview is provided here:

Special Operations Forces (SOF) make unique contributions to the

geographic CINCs' overseas presence efforts. These joint, tailored, rapidly

deployable, and uniquely trained forces give CINCs influence, reassurance,
deterrence and crisis response capabilities. These units have vast
operational experience (139 countries in FY94), are regionally oriented,
language trained, and culturally attuned. Specifically trained to interact with

host country personnel, these experienced, mature, low profile
professionals provide one of a kind support to overseas presence.

F. DISCUSSION

Considerable attention is paid today to overseas presence assets and activities by
various DoD components. All the Services and CINCs believe they make important
contributions to overseas presence, and there exists spirited discussion as to which Service
is the most fundamental and the most cost-effective in providing presence and in promoting
the objectives of presence.

The Secretary of Defense's office has indicated an interest in examining the
implications of some innovative ways to promote the objectives of presence. Several of the
CINCs have been developing innovative approaches along these lines, such as the
USACOM effort to think through more joint approaches using the Joint Adaptive Force
Package construct, and PACOM's Cooperative Engagement Matrix. (See Appendix I for
descriptions). Both initiatives appear to advance the general concepts of, first, exploiting
the rich menu of building blocks for promoting the objectives of presence that the United
States has at its disposal today, and, second, looking hard at ways to promote these
objectives as cost-effectively as feasible.
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The next two chapters pursue several of these issues by examining several
alternative presence postures for the U.S. to promote the objectives of presence in the years
ahead. A set of criteria for assessing these operational concepts is proposed and briefly
illustrated. The final chapter then offers several suggestions for exploring and assessing
these kinds of alternatives on an ongoing basis within the DoD.
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V. SOME ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes several ideas that are generally in line with the Secretary’s
suggestion alluded to at the beginning of Chapter IV. The concept of building a more joint
and integrated approach to meeting all the objectives of presence has great intuitive and
practical appeal. The leading CINC proponent of such an approach is USACOM. This
chapter argues that a more systematic method of determining the crisis responsiveness of
various military assets, both individually and acting as a team, can be constructed for
considering presence alternatives and made available to OSD, the Services, the Joint Staff,
and the CINCs. We describe this approach in general terms in the first part of the chapter
and then illustrate it briefly with several specific but still very broad-gauge alternatives.

Today's U.S. presence posture (which we refer to hereinafter as the Baseline and
Presence Posture Alternative I) is normally described by DoD in terms of presence
“input-type" measures such as days per year in given theaters of a particular type of asset,
usually a Carrier Battle Group or an Amphibious Ready Group. While this input
description may have its uses, the proposal here is to try to move to more "output”-oriented
measures and assess the relative responsiveness of U.S. military assets in moving into
position to accomplish various initial crisis tasks under various presence postures. This is
not to deny, by any means, the importance of other presence objectives such as influence,
reassurance, and deterrence. We will return to them later in this chapter. Here, however,
the specific proposal is to develop a useful means to compare potential alternative presence
postures in terms of their respective abilities to provide initial responses to each of several
representative crises—under various logistical conditions. Such logistical conditions
might include, for example, foreign base/access denial in the area, the infeasibility of
conducting the particular mission from CONUS with land-based assets, the inability of one
or another type of maritime asset to perform the given mission, or extremely malpositioned
maritime assets. Table V-I depicts a simple construct of this kind.




Table V-l. Crisis Responsiveness of a Presence Posture

Days to Put Capability in Range
Presence Logistical T1: T1: T1: T2: T2: T2:
Posture Condition MT1* | MT2 | MT3 | MT1 | MT2 | MT3
. Put Effective | worst case**
Capability in| average***
Range best case™**
. Put Effective| worst case
Maritime average
Assets in| best case
Range
3. Put Effective | worst case
Land-Based | average
Assets in ]| best case
Range
(access given)
4. Put Effective | worst case
Land-Based | average
Assets in| best case
Range
(access denied)

* (T1)Theater 1, Crisis Response Military Task (or function) 1 (MT1)

** lesser of row 2 (worst) and either row 4 (worst) or worst case plausible access situation.
*** lesser of row 2 (avg.) and either row 3 (avg.) or average with most likely access situation.
****lesser of rows 2 and 3.

For each given type of crisis in a given theater, maritime assets and land-based
assets (U.S.-based and/or forward based) may be capable of doing the job. If, in a truly
extreme case, land-based assets could not be used for a given initial crisis response task—
due for example to total denial of access in the theater and an inability to use U.S. land-
based assets for the particular task—then maritime assets would be needed. (Similarly,
there have been and will be cases where maritime assets are unable to accomplish the task,
e.g., inland operations that are out of maritime range.)

This table would provide in row 2, for example, the expected timelines for maritime
assets to move into range for the particular crisis task for the given maritime portion of the
presence posture alternative. Where land-based assets could be used for the task, this table
would depict the response times under circumstances of in-theater base access availability
(row 3) and base access denial (row 4). The top row (1) could then portray, for the joint
posture, the expected time required to begin the task with whichever asset could get there
first under stipulated conditions, e.g., for the worst case—conditions of worst plausible in-
theater access denial and maritime assets as far out of position as they might be in the
presence posture. The top row could similarly depict average and best case possibilities of
the sort described in the table and accompanying notes.
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Fully articulated, this scheme would permit the analyst and decision maker to see
the likely responsiveness of different presence postures and assets for different types of
crises, to make judgments about whether a posture is sufficiently responsive, and then
potentially to assess the costs on the margin of efforts to increase responsiveness. An
assessment scheme of this sort would clearly have to rely upon expert military judgment in
a number of "squishy" areas, such as the definition of the crisis tasks, assessments of
military assets capable of petforming each task, and assessments of the probability of being

granted access.
B. ILLUSTRATING THE APPROACH

1. Today's Baseline Posture (Alternative Posture I)

Table V-2 depicts a set of illustrative timelines for land-based and maritime assets to
move within range of each of several representative crises in each of several theaters today
(for descriptions of the crises or military functions, see Appendix K). These estimates .
portray worst case, average, and best case timelines for land-based and sea-based assets of
several kinds in each of several theaters.

Table V-2 depicts the approach to assessing the crisis responsiveness of a given
presence posture or alternative (here, today's baseline, Posture/Alternative I, considering
the total force package that would be available to the CINCs. The table shows, for each
theater, the response time to begin to perform a set of military tasks or functions that the
CINCs might require in a crisis, assuming the use of:

*  Maritime forces only (row 2 estimates);

*  Land-based forces based either in CONUS or in theater only—assuming base
access is granted—(row 3 estimates);.

*  Land-based forces based in CONUS only--assuming in-theater base access is
totally denied—(row 4 estimates);

*  The best combination of all forces (row 1).

A black dot () in the table indicates that under the given circumstance the force may
not be able to perform the function in question.

For each function, for each type of forces, this particular table shows best case
response times, worst case times, and average or most likely times. A dash (-) indicates
that an average is not meaningful because the force cannot perform the function under some
circumstances or that the function requirement does not exist (there is no MRC in the
Mediterranean). For the combination (row Ic), the best case is the lowest of either the best
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case for maritime forces (from row 2.c) or the best case for land-based forces assuming
base access is granted (from row 3.c); the average for row 1b is the lowest of either the
average of maritime forces (from row 2.b) or the average of land-based forces assuming
base access is granted (from row 3.b); and the worst case is the lowest of either the worst
case for maritime forces (from row 2.a) or the worst case for land-based forces assuming
base access is denied (row 4.a). The basic premise in this version of the table is that while
it is possible that access to all bases in a theater will be denied, it is likeliest that access to at
least some base will be granted.!

Table V-2 shows that if land-based forces can perform a function, their response
times will be faster than maritime forces’ times for the typical case—one in which the
United States has access to a base in theater from which land-based forces can operate.
Land-based forces are faster in all cases in which they can perform the function from
CONUS, except when maritime forces happen to be located closer than two days steaming
time from the scene of the crisis. It is only in extreme cases—in which the United States
does not have access to a base in theater, and the function cannot be performed from
CONUS, and no other assistance is available—that U.S. maritime forces are likely to be
the most responsive asset for the crisis.

One could use tables like V-2 for the Baseline (Posture I) example in order to clarify
the crisis responsiveness of any potential U.S. presence posture. By showing which
forces dictate the response time, for any set of circumstances, the table enables decision
makers to see the real difference in total force responsiveness associated with any change in
overseas deployments or force structure.

1 That premise is supported by our investigation of 100 crises over the past 10 years which showed that
in almost every crisis the United States had access to some base in theater from which land-based forces
could respond. See Appendix A.
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2. An Initial Set of Alternative Presence Postures

Several alternative presence postures are illustrated below. Every posture includes
the crisis response assets that the Army, Air Force, and Marines have today under Bottom
Up Review (BUR) assumptions. The postures vary in total naval force structure,
however. While many other possibilities can be conceived, these initial alternatives should

help to illustrate the concept we are proposing in this paper.

A Naval Management Alternative Posture

One alternative to today's presence posture, an alternative we label Posture NMA,
would involve the Navy implementing a package of management innovations. Through
these changes it may well be feasible for the United States to deliver, at lower cost to the
Nation and with a smaller naval force structure than stipulated in the BUR force (one or
two fewer carriers), an identical amount of naval force as is provided to the three major
naval "presence" areas—The Mediterranean, the Indian Ocean, and the Western Pacific—
under the Baseline (Posture I). These results could be achieved in several ways, including:
increasing by several knots the transit speeds of Carrier Battle Groups (CVBGs) rotating
between CONUS and the destination theaters and reducing the length of stops en route to
and from the Indian Ocean.?2 Detailed results of the NMA analyses are provided in
Appendix J. Note that it appears feasible for the DoD to achieve these results without
violating existing PERSTEMPO guidelines.3 Under the NMA, because the forces deployed
forward would not change from today's Baseline (Posture I), the DoD could deliver
identical amounts of influence, reassurance, deterrence and initial crisis response capability
as are delivered today.

Other Alternative Presence Postures: II, III and IV

In addition to the NMA, three other military presence posture alternatives were
developed. They are compared below with today’s Baseline (Posture I) and the NMA:
e  Altemnative Posture II—meet CINC requests for full, continuous presence of

both a CVBG and an Amphibious Ready Group (ARG) in each of the three
primary theaters, the Western Pacific, the Indian Ocean (IO) and the Med.

2 IDA has validated and built upon the seminal analyses by Dr. William Morgan at the Center for Naval
Analyses. See the following papers by Morgan: Let's Talk Deployment Arithmetic, CAB 94-23,
Center for Naval Analyses, May 1994; The Navy's Deployment Arithmetic—Can It Add Up to a
Larger Navy? CRM 94-2, Center for Naval Analyses, August 1994,

3 Perstempo guidelines set specific limits on the amount of time that sailors may be deployed, including
the length of individual deployments, which is currently 6 months.

V-6




e Alternative Posture IIl—provide full, continuous presence with both a CVBG
and an ARG in the Western Pacific and either a CVBG or an ARG in the Med
and in the IO at all times (This alternative also involves making CVBGs
capable of conducting Non-combatant Evacuation Operations (NEOs) and
establishing a strengthened military-to-military contact program through
activities such as IMET.4)

*  Aliemative Posture IV—provide full, continuous presence with both a CVBG
and an ARG in the Western Pacific and with both a CVBG and an ARG in a
new, single Med/IO theater at all times (for naval presence purposes).

In Alternative Postures III and IV systematic efforts are made to try to ensure that
land-based air/ground capabilities are available in theater or deployable from CONUS to
complement naval presence assets as needed.

C. ASSESSING THE ALTERNATIVE PRESENCE POSTURES

This study lacked the time and resources to assess each alternative presence posture
fully. We have briefly articulated a means of addressing crisis responsiveness of
alternative postures. We have also developed a set of four potential criteria to compare these
alternatives. These criteria consider benefits in promoting the objectives of presence, their
resource implications, and other considerations. The criteria are outlined briefly below.

To what extent does the approach—
(1) provide general capabilities to meet presence objectives?
(1a) initial crisis response
(1b) influence
(1c) reassurance
(1d) deterrence
(2) rely upon foreign access or basing permission to succeed?
(3) have force structure implications?

(4) cost more or less than the current program?

4 Intemational Military Education and Ttraining (IMET) is a relatively low cost and very highly regarded
program among many of the CINCs. See for example, CINCEUR's discussion of his IMET program.
In FY95 CINCEUR'’s IMET program cost approximately $27 million. Other engagagement programs,
such as the Joint Contact Team Program (JCTP), which in EUCOM runs $16 million per year now,
could also be strengthened signiticantly in this alternative.

V-7




Developing a fully structured set of assessments along the lines laid out here is the
subject of a separate, more extensive study. However, we have conducted some
preliminary assessments of each posture alternative.

1. Initial Crisis Response Analyses

There are several ways of assessing the relative crisis responsiveness of these
presence posture alternatives within the context of the framework outlined above. Table
V-3 depicts one of them. The table compares the total force package crisis responsiveness
of all of the postures by displaying the total force package response times for each crisis
response function for Presence Posture I (row 1 of the Posture I table above) and the
changes in total force package response times associated with Postures II, III and IV.
(Recall that the NMA Posture provides naval coverage identical to that in Posture I, so there
is no need to display it in this particular table.) The table shows the differences for each
military function in each theater. The table includes an additional average response time for
instances in which the United States could not obtain base access in a theater. That average
corresponds to the lowest of either the average for maritime forces or the average for
CONUS-based land based forces, for functions that may always be performed from
CONUS (Humanitarian Relief, Strikes against Point Targets, and Strikes against Area
Targets).

The table shows that the differences in crisis responsiveness of the four presence
posture alternatives is small. In the event the United States can obtain base access in
theater, the postures do not differ at all. That is because typically land-based assets can
deploy to the scene of a crisis as fast as or faster than maritime assets. In the event the
United States cannot obtain base access in theater, Postures III and IV differ from
Posture I only by one or two additional days in average response time, for those functions
that CONUS-based forces might not be able to perform. Under the same circumstances,
Posture II differs from Posture I by one or two fewer days in average response time and by
8 to 11 fewer days in worst case response times.
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When evaluating the difference between the postures one should keep in mind,
however, that historically the United States has been able to obtain base access in almost all
of the crises in which it has been involved in the past 10 years and, furthermore, that even
if it could not obtain base access, the worst case for maritime forces is likely to occur only
under a very limited set of circumstances. Theretfore one can think of Postures III and IV
as being slightly more risky than Posture I on average and Posture II as being slightly less
risky on average and, depending on the nature of a given crisis, significantly less risky in
the absolute worst case. Because the costs of the various postures ditfer, the decision to
adopt one or the other on the basis of crisis responsiveness is fundamentally one of how

much risk reduction one wishes to buy.

2. Influence, Reassurance and Deterrence Assessments

Several analyses of the relative efficacy of alternative military instruments in
promoting the influence, reassurance, and deterrence objectives of presence have also been
conducted during the course of this and the complementary CORM study. A set of
interviews with senior government officials has been conducted. Defense attaches from a
dozen foreign embassies have been interviewed. CINC statfs have been polled. And a set
of case studies has been undertaken which may help shed some light on this issue.
Summary observations from these various inputs are offered in this section.

1) A military presence in overseas regions carries substantially more weight in the
eyes of foreign decision makers—and therefore goes much further toward achieving U.S.
presence objectives—than do forces based exclusively in the United States.

2) A widespread conviction was identified among interviewees and in the literature
that “what deters” is a demonstrated ability and willingness 10 use substantial combat
capability, and a willingness to accept casualties. There was no coherent evidence,
however, that a particular level of combat-capable forces had to be continuously present in
order to deter.

3) A mix of land-based and sca-based forces and foreign military interaction (FMI)
programs seems best, rather than exclusive reliance upon one or the other as a U.S.
strategy for meeting the objectives of presence.

4) The effectiveness of presence does not dramatically rise or fall with the use of
one Service or another.
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3) Military-to-military contacts and combined operations of various kinds--from
planning meetings to small exercises--are often dismissed as unimportant, as poor
substitutes for U.S. combat force deployments. Yet the evidence points to these types of
continuous engagement as an integral part of establishing a bilateral dialogue between the
U.S. and foreign nations, contributing to closer political relations, enhancing
interoperability and, in former totalitarian states, reinforcing democratic notions of the role
of the military in civil societies. (See the concluding chapter of this paper for an argument
that DoD undertake a scientific assessment of the impacts of such activities).

6) The maintenance of regular, though not necessarily continuous, U.S. military
presence involving combat capable forces and on-the-ground, military-to-military contact
programs in the post-Cold War era may yield economic benefits.

Based upon the findings described above—the evidence for which is documented in
several CORM working papers’>—the Posture alternatives sketched here (I, NMA, II, III,
IV) are unlikely to differ appreciably in the extent to which they promote the objectives of
influence, reassurance, or deterrence.

3. Force Structure Implications

The Presence Posture alternatives do differ significantly in their naval force
structure implications, but not significantly as to the force structures of the other Services.
The next chapter describes the force structure implications of each posture in greater detail,
but the NMA posture would reduce the navy force structure by one or two CVBGs
compared to the BUR, Posture II would increase the number of CVBGs by from 1 to 4
CVBGs, and Postures III and IV would each reduce the number of CVBGs by one or
two.6

4. Cost Implications

The cost implications of these Postures will be described in Chapter VL

D. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This chapter has outlined a methodology for assessing altemative U.S. presence
postures, focusing most heavily upon a scheme for comparing such postures in terms of

5 See CORM Presence Working Papers B1, B2, and BS.

6 See CORM Presence Working Paper C3. The range of CVBGs results from several considerations,
including how many CVBGs are considered to be "on the margin" for presence, and whether
management efficiencies are included in the posture. Also See Chapter VI
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their relative advantages for initial crisis responsiveness, one of the core objectives of
presence. Only a small set of alternative presence postures has been illustrated here. There
are many other possibilities that seem worthy of consideration.

The methodology presented here attempts to provide a unified conceptual
framework for considering the initial crisis response assets of all the Services. The metric
proposed (days to move sufficient assets into range) is closer to a presence "output"
measure than the current DoD metric, e.g., number of days or percentage of the year that a
military asset (a CVBG or an ARG) spends in theater.

Chapter VI now presents a method for assessing the resource implications of each

of the posture alternatives.
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VI. ASSESSING RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS OF
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter proposes a methodology for determining the costs of alternative
methods of providing overseas presence. To summarize the issue briefly, in the post-Cold
War world naval or other forces sized for war fighting may not be deemed sufficient to
perform traditional forward presence activities in the same way we did during the Cold
War. Additional forces for presence have been justified in the recent past on a case-by-case
basis. Understanding the true cost implications of such decisions is important, and hinges
upon developing a valid set of cost principles.

B. DESCRIPTION OF ILLUSTRATIVE OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED

This section discusses several illustrative presence options that could be considered
within the context of the cost analysis. For each option, force structure and operating
policies are discussed. Some of the options have sub-options that vary some of the
determinants of cost. Costs are examined using three time horizons: 10 years and 18
years, as well as the 6-year FYDP period.

Alternative I, the baseline, is the status quo. Naval forces exceed those required for
two MRCs, but the Regional CINCs’ stated requirements for presence are not fully met.
The force structure for this alternative is the one discussed in the Bottom-Up Review. The
Navy has 11 carrier battle groups and 1 training carrier. One or two of these carrier battle
groups are needed, not for two nearly simultaneous major regional contingencies (MRCs),
but for presence.! This was assessed to be a moderate-risk force. For this baseline case,
we assume that, over a 20-year period, four carriers will be procured, CVN-76 (which has
been contracted for), CVN-77, CVN-78, and CVN-79. We consider the cost of the
baseline force structure operating as currently planned. One excursion from Alternative I
(an excursion labeled NMA in Chapter V), could consider the cost of buying more presence

1 This assumes that the training carrier would be deployed in the two-MRC case, but would not provide
presence in peacetime. Modifying these assumptions could change the number of carriers attributable
to the presence mission.




from the existing force structure by changing some Navy operating policies. Another
excursion might push procurement of at least two of the planned carriers beyond the
20-year time horizon by extending the Service life of carriers currently in the fleet.

Alternative II would satisfy CINC requests for naval presence by expanding the
Navy. The force structure postulated for this alternative is 13 carriers (12 battle groups and
1 training carrier with NMA efficiencies) and 16 carriers (15/1) without them.2 Army and
Air Force force structure would remain unchanged. This alternative would involve both
delaying the retirement of existing carriers and procuring additional carriers. It is possible
that this alternative will strain existing carrier production facilities. Facilities would have to
be expanded, so that the cost of that expansion must be included. Operating costs for the
additional carrier battle groups would also be included.

Alternative IIT would limit the Navy’s force structure to that required by the two-
MRC case, 9 carrier battle groups and 1 training carrier. CVN-76 would be procured, but
procurement of CVN-77 would be delayed until 2008, and conventional carriers would be
retired to get down to the required force structure. This alternative involves lower
operating costs than the baseline.

Alternative IV is a modification of Alternative III in which some land-based forces
are forward deployed all or part of the time in order to bolster presence. Variations in
operating costs, deployment costs, prepositioning costs and costs associated with overseas
basing should be considered.

C. COSTING PRINCIPLES

1. Costs Included in the Analysis

The first costing principle that must be established is which costs will be
considered. To provide the most useful information for decision making, the costs we will
consider here are the future costs borne specifically to perform the presence mission.

Costs already incurred are sunk and are thus not included. They do not enter into
any future decisions about how to provide presence.

2 The number of CVBGs needed for this option depends on the operating policies postulated for the
Navy. The high end assumes a continuation of current operating policies. A carrier force of 13/1 could
meet the requirement without violating Navy policy concerning personnel tempo. A force of 12/1
could only meet the requirement by violating personnel tempo policy.
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For forces justified on the basis of presence, we propose including both their
procurement and Operating and Support (O&S) costs. For forces justified on the basis of
missions other than presence, we propose excluding their procufement costs even though
these forces provide presence—they would exist regardless of decisions made about
presence. For forces justified on the basis of nonpresence missions, only additional O&S
costs above what they would have been without the presence mission, will be considered.

The costs of alternatives should be estimated relative to the baseline of the currently
planned force structure according to the Bottom-Up Review (BUR) operating in the
currently planned way. For the Navy, that involves a force of 11 active carriers and 1
training carrier with about 3 carriers deployed at any time.

2. Categorization of Costs

Analysis of the costs of alternative ways of providing overseas presence should
use the following categorization:

Hardware costs

e  Development

e  Procurement

e  Service-life extension programs
Operating and support (O&S) costs

e  Personnel

e  Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
Indirect Costs

Deployment preparation costs

e  Prepositioning

e Lift (Sea & Air)

3. Data Sources

Procurement costs come from the Selected Acquisition Reports (SARs). For O&S
and deployment preparation costs, we use Service input and make use of several models
including IDA’s Force Acquisition Cost System (FACS) and the Air Force’s SABLE
model. To estimate the costs of some of the excursions, we draw on the results of
analytical studies from organizations such as the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) and




analytical studies from organizations such as the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) and
IDA. In addition, other specialized data will be needed trom the military Services and
OSD.

D. METHODOLOGY BY TYPE OF COST

1. Hardware Costs

No new systems are being designed to perform the presence mission, so

development costs are not included in our analysis.

Procurement costs do enter into the analysis. In the BUR, only 10 carriers (9 active
- and 1 for training) are justified for the two-MRC case. The eleventh and twelfth carriers
are justified on the basis of presence. Therefore, in the baseline, the difference in
procurement costs required to maintain a 12-carrier force instead of an 10-carrier force
should be considered. While the 10 carriers needed for the two-MRC case also provide
presence, their existence is justified on the basis of war fighting. Therefore, there are no
marginal (extra) hardware costs associated with them for presence.

Procurement costs should be incorporated into the analysis on a cash-flow basis.
If, for example, an alternative allows us to maintain a carrier force of 12 (11 of which are
needed for the two-MRC case) without any procurement during the defined time horizon,
no procurement costs are included in the analysis. On the other hand, an alternative that
requires a replacement carrier in 2005 to maintain a force size of 12 will include the full
procurement cost of that carrier. The procurement cost of the carrier now planned for that
time period is $4.6 billion in FY 1995 dollars.?

If a 12-carrier force is maintained without additional procurement, by extending the
life of a carrier with a Service life extension program (SLEP), the cost of the SLEP should
be attributed to the presence option. Alternative II, for example, includes a force of 14
carriers. The costs of procuring the additional carriers should be added in that option.

2. Operating and Support Costs

For elements of the force structure that are justified on the basis of the presence
mission (e.g., the twelfth carrier in the above example) all operating and support (O&S)

3 The source of this estimate is a Selected Acquisition Report (as of December 1993).
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costs will be attributed to presence. According to the FACS, the annual cost of operating a
conventional carrier is $244 million ($184 million for a nuclear carrier) and the annual cost

of operating a carrier airwing is $140 million.

For elements of the force structure justified on other grounds (the two-MRC case,
for example) only additions in O&S costs above what they would have been without the

presence mission will be considered.

Deployed carriers have higher operating tempo than nondeployed carriers, and
hence higher operations and maintenance (O&M) costs.  Alternatives that reduce the
number of carriers deployed will have lower carrier O&M costs, even if carrier force levels
do not change. Some alternatives may modify some operating policies (e.g., maintenance
intervals). These alternatives should include the changes in Q&S costs.

Some alternatives may involve additional deployment of Air Force, Army, or
Marine Corps forces to provide influence, reassurance, and deterrence. We expect that
these alternatives will not involve force structure changes, but that they will entail additional
deployment costs. An alternative involving permanent stationing of an Air Force wing in
Southwest Asia, for example, may involve the construction of some facilities. It also may
involve more frequent or more expensive permanent change of station moves. These
factors should be considered in the costing analysis.

An element of force structure typically has an authorized number of personnel
associated with it and an easily calculated level of personnel costs. Some alternatives that
postulate modified operating policies may involve higher personnel costs. Extra personnel
costs in these latter options should be estimated and included in the cost of the option.

3. Indirect Costs

Historically, only about half of the Defense Department budget is spent on the
procurement, operation, and direct support of combat forces. A substantial portion of the
remainder (about a third of the total) is devoted to various kinds of defense infrastructure,
including installation support, central logistics, administration, medical care, personnel
management, central communications, and training. While elements of infrastructure vary
with force structure, the precise nature of the relationship is very uncertain. We estimate
the indirect costs using the Force Acquisition Cost System (FACS). It allocates all indirect
costs to forces and treats half of them as fixed. This approach is consistent with research
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performed for OSD’s Total Force Policy Study.4 The indirect costs consist of personnel
and operating costs for logistics, medical, training, and other support functions.
Investment costs are not included. They are allocated among elements of force structure
according to a scheme that depends on the personnel and operating costs of the forces.

4. Deployment Preparation Costs

Some of the alternatives are likely to involve the use of CONUS-based forces to
meet the crisis-response requirements of presence. They may require the prepositioning of
additional materiel in theater. They also might require the procurement and operation of
additional lift assets to provide the needed responsiveness. For each alternative, attention
should be paid to the need for additional prepositioning and lift. If they are needed, the
extra costs will be included in the analysis. Service assistance will often be needed to
estimate these costs.

E. FORMAT FOR RESULTS

We propose presenting costs as changes from the baseline, in billions of FY 1995
dollars for each of several planning (time) horizons. Information on both total
(undiscounted) costs and the net present value of costs should be shown. Discounting
transforms costs incurred in different time periods to a common unit of measurement. The
net present value of costs is computed by applying a discount rate to future costs. In its
paralle]l work, the CORM has decided on a short-term time horizon of 10 years and a long-
term time horizon of 18 years, in adddition to the FYDP period. These secem reasonable.
Following OMB guidelines, we propose using discount rates of 2.75 percent.

F. INITIAL COST ESTIMATES FOR THE STUDY ALTERNATIVES
Table VI-1 provides some initial estimates of the costs of the alternatives.5

The table indicates the following:

*  If Navy operating policies can be modified to keep carriers on station a larger
fraction of the time, savings of $900 million a year can be achieved without
reducing naval presence.

4 James L. Wilson, W. C. Devers, T. P. Frazier, M. S. Goldberg, S. A. Horowitz, and J. J. Kane,
Considerations in a Comprehensive Total Force Cost Estimate, IDA Paper P-2613, November 1992.

5 For a more elaborate discussion of these costs, see Stanley Horowitz and Karen Tyson, CORM
Presence Working Paper D-1, January 1995.
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*  Reducing naval presence by removing two carriers from the structure would
save about $1.9 billion per year.

*  Changing the relative prominence of the Services in providing presence could
save roughly $1.7 billion a year (not counting the costs associated with
additional Air Force deployments).

Table VI-1. 18-Year Costs of Alternative Presence Postures
(Relative to the Baseline)

— R

Baseline (I) 12 — — Procures 3
carriers

NMA (la) 11 -17.0 -13.9 Eliminates 1
carrier and
airwing

More Naval 13 +16.5 +14.0 Buys 1 more

Presence (ll) carrier, operates
additional carrier
and airwing

Smaller Naval 10 -34.4 -27.4 Buys and

Presence (lil) operates 2 fewer
carriers and
operates 2 fewer
airwings

Smaller Naval 10 -31.1 -25.2 Cost of Air Force

Presence, deployments not

more yet included

exercises, for-

ward land-

based

deployment

(1v)

It is important to remember that our results are driven by some critical assumptions:

®* We use the BUR to define our Baseline and recognize that the fluid world
situation could increase or decrease the number of carriers and carrier airwings

needed for warfighting. This would affect the cost of using naval forces for
presence.

e  The two-MRC scenario does not require 12 carriers in the force structure. The
BUR and the analysis performed for it largely support this assumption, but
some material in the BUR is consistent with the notion that 12 is at the top end
of the range of carriers that could be needed for the two MRCs. Accepting this
requirement would considerably reduce the savings associated with many of
the alternatives relative to the Baseline.




The procurement of surface combatants or aircraft does not vary across the
alternatives. It is our understanding that by 2013 the Navy's planned
recapitalization program will not yet have procured enough new equipment to
modernize the portion of the inventory needed tor the two-MRC scenario.
Thus, increases or decreases in the amount of procurement attributable to
presence would fall outside the planning period used in this analysis.

G. DISCUSSION

The

cost elements that we propose for analysis of the presence alternatives are

conceptually fairly simple. This chapter has outlined them and provided several

preliminary illustrations. Looking to the future, developing credible cost estimates for each

specific alternative at a budget level of detail will require very careful attention to at least

two matters:

specitying the alternatives in enough detil to support the costing. The
resources associated with each alternative will have to be identified. This
includes understanding the procurement implication of alternatives with respect
to surface combatants and aircraft. It also includes quantitying, for example,
additional lift requirements associated with greater reliance on crisis response
from CONUS.

information on cost elements not available {rom standard sources such as
overseas basing costs. Participation by the Services will be required in some
cases.
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VII. OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this paper we have attempted to clarify what military presence is, to describe
changes and areas of continuity in U.S. military presence activities over the last decade, to
identify the perspectives of major DOD components concerning how such activities should
be treated in the future, to discuss some innovative possibilities for thinking about
presence, and to begin to sketch—albeit briefly—some methodological tools that could be
of use to DOD components in the future in planning and programming assets for presence.

A. OBSERVATIONS

Several observations and conclusions seem important, even based on this initial
scoping study.

* U.S. national security strategy depends heavily upon an effective combination
of power projection capabilities and forward presence capabilities and
activities. This will be the case for many years to come.

e U.S. military presence capabilities and activities serve several purposes,
including influence, reassurance, deterrence, and initial crisis response.

®  Arich menu of military activities and force units is available to U.S. decision
makers to promote these objectives, including activities and force units
provided by all of the Services today. The interviews and position papers
provided in Appendices H and I attest amply to this, as do both the chronology
of discrete U.S. presence incidents we developed (Appendix A) and the six
case studies conducted for this research effort (Appendices B through G).

® Several innovative efforts are under way to draw on the strengths of all the
DOD components in promoting the objectives of presence. Notable among
these are the USACOM effort to develop the Joint Adaptive Force Package
concept and the PACOM Cooperative Engagement Matrix, described by each
CINC, respectively, in Appendix I. While each approach has limitations, both
have considerable promise.

® Presence tends to be measured more in "input" terms today (e.g., days on
station in a region) than in "output" terms (extent of influence achieved,
adverse activities deterred, or responsiveness of U.S. military assets to
potential crises of one sort or another). Based on our experience, we believe
more output-oriented measures can be developed. We have proposed in
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Chapter V a scheme that covers one of the major stated objectives of
presence—initial crisis responsiveness. The construct is an admittedly
preliminary effort, but it could enable structured, systematic analysis of the
relative responsiveness of various military assets that may be used by the U.S.
to promote this important objective of presence.

e While they are more subjective, the presence objectives of influence,
reassurance, and deterrence are certainly important. They would seem to be
best promoted by U.S. efforts to demonstrate engagement and commitment.
Part of such demonstration efforts would reasonably include clear evidence of
U.S. ability and willingness to use combat force to protect and advance U.S.
interests, friends and allies. = But on-the-ground engagement with
military-to-military contact programs, as well as combined, joint exercises, can
be especially important too.

e  Because the presence postures and activities that the United States engages in
now and is planning for the future have resource implications, we have
identified several costing principles for addressing presence activities. We
have described them in Chapter VI and provided some first-order illustrations
of how they may be applied to several alternative presence postures.

Here, we propose considering the future costs borne specifically to perform
the presence mission. Costs already incurred are not included, because they
are sunk. They do not enter into any future decisions about how to provide
presence. For forces justified on the basis of presence, we propose including
both their procurement and O&S costs. For forces justified on the basis of
missions other than presence, we propose excluding their procurement costs
even though these forces provide presence. This is because these forces
would exist regardless of decisions made about presence. For forces justified
on the basis of non-presence missions, only additions in O&S costs above
what they would have been without the presence mission will be considered.

These principles may be somewhat controversial. They may require additional
application and refinement before they are well accepted.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS
Three principal recommendations are in order.

OSD should conduct a regular, systematic, in-depth review of the programs and

capabilities available to the Department to promote the objectives of presence. Some
opportunities may be available to capitalize on management efficiencies in delivery of




forward presence, e.g., taking seriously the types of management policy alternatives
described briefly in Chapter V, in Appendix J, and in the path breaking work conducted by
Dr. William Morgan of the Center for Naval Analyses! along these lines.

As a part of this first recommendation, DoD should also consider conducting
rigorous assessments of the payoffs of those presence activities that it now labels Foreign
Military Interactions (FMI), e.g., military-to-military contact programs, exercises. For it is
one thing to assert the value of such activities or collate perceptions as to their value, and
quite another to develop a strong body of evidence along these lines. Analyzing the actual
efficacy of such activities in promoting tangible results favorable to U.S. foreign policy or
presence objectives would be worthwhile for several reasons. Most important, it could
help DoD get the most for its presence dollar.

OSD should adopt a method of considering and comparing simultaneously the
contributions of various military assets in providing initial responsiveness Jor a variety of
representative crises. One such construct has been outlined here briefly. Others may be
available as well. But this study has identified at least one simple technique that DoD can
use to move beyond pure "input" type measures of physical presence to more clearly
meaningful "output" type measures, such as timeliness of crisis response of various
presence postures.

DoD should adopt a set of costing principles for presence activities and conduct
periodic assessments of the costs and benefits of various presence posture alternatives. A
variety of innovative approaches to achieving the objectives of presence have been
identified in this study. The recommended costing principles and periodic assessments
would enable DoD to structure a systematic, joint program to promote the objectives of
presence as is being advanced by the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

1 William F. Morgan, Let's Talk Deployment Arithmetic, CAB 94-23, Center for Naval Analyses, May
1994. See also Dr. Morgan's The Navy's Deployment Arithmetic—Can It Add Up to a Larger Navy?
CRM 94-2, Center for Naval Analyses, August 1994,
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Appendix A
CHRONOLOGY OF U.S. MILITARY INVOLVEMENT IN
POLITICAL-MILITARY INCIDENTS 1983-1994

I want also to thank the men and women of the United States armed forces. It was
their presence . . . that played a pivotal part in this agreement.

— President Bill Clinton
The Crisis in Haiti
September 18, 1994

STUDY OVERVIEW

Military forces have been employed for operations other than war virtually since their
inception. From staging parades to awe the populace to maneuvering forces near a troublesome
border in a time of diplomatic crisis, military forces have often participated in overtly political
actions. The U.S. military has a long history of such actions and we are particularly interested
here in those over the last decade. This study has attempted to chronicle the more notable among
such actions from January 1983 to September 1994 in an effort to detect the emergence of new
trends and modes of thinking in the development of political-military incidents.

As tasked by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Office of the Director, Program
Analysis and Evaluation, IDA was to “describe the major uses of U.S. armed forces in political-
military missions during the post-Cold War period, and in the transitional period when the Cold
War was ending.” In addition, IDA was to attempt to “identify and establish major trends in the
United States use of the armed forces in political-military missions.” Pursuant to these tasks IDA
developed a chronology of political-military incidents with a base year of 1983.

SOURCES

IDA began this effort by surveying the existing literature on political-military incidents.
Much of the literature prior to the mid-1970s has explored, to varying degrees, the use of force in
political-military incidents or related functions. Unfortunately, much of this work is piecemeal or
tangential to the purpose of this paper.

The seminal work in the field of political-military incidents is Force Without War by Barry
M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan. Published in 1978, Force Without War has served as the
definitive guide on which many subsequent studies have been modeled. In 1985 Philip D.
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Zelikow published The United States and the Use of Force: A Historical Study, which updates
Blechman’s research. Around that time, with the ending of the Cold War and the evident
expansion of previously subordinate military roles, many researchers published analyses or
chronicles of political-military incidents. Among these is Adam B. Siegel, a researcher at the
Center for Naval Analyses, whose works have considered the use of Navy Department forces.

In addition to these methodological guides, a number of other sources provide a lengthy
roster of incidents. The Office of the Secretary of the Air Force has compiled a rather thorough
catalog of Air Force involvement in political-military incidents from 1946-1992. Similarly, a
significant number of works from the Center for Naval Analyses chronicle U.S. naval activities in
the post-World War Il era. The author was unable to locate any composition of similar scope and
breadth on behalf of the United States Army. Beyond these writings, the American Defense
Annual, the Current News/Early Bird, Jane’s Defence Weekly, and the United States Naval
Institute Proceedings were found to be of significant value. Further references and complete
citations are contained in the Selected Bibliography at the end of this appendix.

The future of political-military incidents will undoubtedly be one of continuing study. As
the services grapple with the roles and missions debate and other contentious issues, the
requirements for academic research into the area will remain unsated.

METHODOLOGY

IDA created an initially broad data base of potential events by searching through a wide
variety of sources, of which those of significance are listed in the Selected Bibliography. We paid
particular attention to the forces involved and the motivation behind the use of those forces.
Having generated a rough list, we then developed a series of filters to purge events that failed to
meet one or more of a number of criteria. Like previous authors on the subject, however, we
found that event selection remains somewhat of an art. For the purposes of this study, we
eliminated the occurrences in Table A-1 from consideration.




Table A-1. Event Discrimination

1.  Routine deployments, exercises, 6. Transters of financial or military
and rotations resources
2.  Weapons of mass destruction 7. Space-borne assets
3.  Events resulting in violence* 8. Diplomatic activities and personnel
4.  U.S. paramilitary operations 9. Changes in force posture
bs. Actions taken in the United States 10. Classified activities
or Puerto Rico

* Striking omissions are produced by this filter. For example, Operation DESERT SHIELD is
included, Operation DESERT STORM is excluded. it might be reiterated, however, that this paper
is focused on military operations other than war.

In addition to this negative filter, we applied two additional positive filters. The first, unit
composition/size, was intended to remove events considered to be too insignificant in size to merit
consideration. The smaller the scale of the events to be included, the more inaccurate the data base
becomes given the difficulty in collecting records of such actions. The composition/size filter was
configured as indicated in Table A-2.

Table A-2. Composition/Size Filter

U.S. Air Force: AWACS (1 aircraft +)
Combat Aircraft (1 aircraft +)
Lift assets (squadron +)
Support Assets (varying sizes)

U.S. Amy: Combat Aircraft (1 aircraft +)
Combat Arms-Attillery (battery +)
Combat Arms-infantry (company +)
Combat Arms-Tank (platoon +)
Support Assets (varying sizes)

U.S. Marine Corps: Amphibious Ships (1 ship +)
Combat Aircraft (1 aircraft +)
Combat Arms-Attillery (battery +)
Combat Arms-infantry (company +)
Combat Arms-Tank (platoon +)
Support Assets (varying sizes)

U.S. Navy: Aircraft Carriers (1 ship +)
Amphibious Ships (1 ship +)
Combat Aircraft (1 aircraft +)
Major Surface Combatants (1 frigate +)*
Support Assets (varying sizes)

* Submarines were excluded given the paucity of unclassified records.




Consistent with the model established by Blechman and Kaplan, we subcategorized those
events that met the composition/size criterion as major, moderate, and minor force commitments.
Table A-3 shows the resultant criteria as a rough ranking of military effort based on past
experiences. This classification does not attempt to relate such factors as cost or manpower

involved.!
Table A-3. Level of Force Classification
-T-ype of Force
Level of Force Naval Ground Land-Based Air
Major Two or more aircraft More than one One or more combat
carrier task groups battalion wings
Moderate One aircraft carier No more than one One or more combat
task group battalion, but larger squadrons but less
than one company than one wing
Minor No aircraft carriers No more than one Less than one combat
included company squadron

We then applied a second (temporal) filter to those events that failed to meet the
composition/size criterion. Our question, should the deployment of a company of soldiers for one
day merit inclusicn while a deployment of 100 soldiers for 100 days does not, does not easily lend
itself to quantification, particularly in a quick analysis. Given unlimited resources, perhaps a man-
hour per incident measure would serve as a guide to incorporating the temporal factor. However,
given the limited resources of this study we subjectively decided which events merited
inclusion—of which there were very few—and jettisoned the rest. Figure A-1 depicts the filtration
process.

Throughout these filters, one may correctly note a bias toward combat units at the expense
of non-combat units. This is because combat units typically exert the greatest degree of presence,
or at least give the appearance of doing so. Additionally, transport assets routinely deploy and are
much more difficult to track. The political-military value of non-combat units should not,
however, be underestimated.

1 Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan, Force Without War, Washington D.C., The Brookings Institution,
1978: p. 49.
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|. NEGATIVE FILTER :
Event Type Exclusion
Inclusion 289 Cases
Il. POSITIVEFILTER
Composition/
Size
97 Cases | Inclusion Exclusion 192 Cases
inclusion 3 Cases
_I;;);ci:rType Tempor?l
Moderate Considerations el 189 Cases
-Minor

Figure A-1. Filter Schematic

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Using the data base established, IDA attempted to best illustrate the data through a series of
figures and tables employing limited quantitative analysis. The purpose of this was twofold: Mt
track emerging trends in political-military incidents in the post-Cold War era. (2) to capture the
data compiled in a visually stimulating manner.

STUDY LIMITATIONS

As with all studies, the context and points of potential error need to be mentioned. IDA
undertook the chronology compilation and analysis as a subtask of a larger 4-month study
conducted at the behest of the Office of the Secretary of Defense during the summer/fall of 1994.
Given the limitation of resources, the study should be viewed in this context.

Points of potential error and limitation exist in this study and all others. (1) The data, while
collected from a series of sources, reflects the biases evident in these sources. Efforts to limit such
biases have, naturally, been extensive. (2) The types of filters utilized are neither necessarily self-
evident nor beyond reproach. Although strict objectivity is clearly preferable, analysis is by
definition an art and thus is captive to the limitations of subjectivity. (3) This list is illustrative and
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not exhaustive. It does not purport to contain all such events or to be the definitive guide to the
study of political-military incidents. The purpose of the study is to track broad trends and not the
specific details of any one occurrence or event. (4) Given the scarcify of resources, we have been
unable to conduct research in the field or to spend any amount of time searching service archives.

A more extensive effort would commonly entail such work.

With these considerations in mind, the results may be properly examined.

CHRONOLOGY

No. Date  Location Description

1 832 Egypt USAF E-3A AWACS aircraft, supported by tankers, deployed to
Egypt at the request of President Mubarak in response to a
perceived Libyan threat. In addition, the Nimitz CVBG deployed to
the area of Libya.

2 832 Honduras Operation BIG PINE. 7,000 U.S. troops and Honduran forces
began six-days of exercises on the coast, seven miles from the
Nicaraguan border.

3 834  Thailand The U.S. made an emergency shipment of military equipment to
Thailand following an incursion of Burmese regulars.

4 836 Honduras, The carrier Ranger led a battle group that conducted a two-week

Nicaragua demonstration off the west coast of Central America where the U.S.

was attempting to check the spread of Communism. Later in the
summer another carrier group headed by the Coral Sea exercised
of the east coast and the battleship New Jersey off the west.

5 837  South China Sea USN ships rescued 262 Vietnamese refugees and directed
merchant ships to 80 more.

6 838 Chad, Two E-3As and 8 F-15s were deployed to Sudan in response to

Sudan the unsettled political situation in that region. Aircraft from the USS

Eisenhower operated in the Gulf also.

7 838 Honduras Operation BIG PINE Il began. It was the largest military exercise

ever held in Central America to that date, and involved substantial
joint forces.

8 838 Lebanon USS Eisenhower brought in close to Beirut in response to
continued afttacks on U.S. peacekeepers. Additional ships
deployed to respond to the crisis.

9 839 Korea Responding to the downing of KAL 007, the U.S. naval and air
elements engaged in and support search and rescue operations.

10 83 10 Grenada USS /ndependence CVBG and MARG |-84 approached Grenada
as a “signal” to the govemment there. A day after amival, Operation
URGENT FURY began.

11 8310 Iran The 31st MAU moved near the Persian Gulf as Iran threatened to

blockade the strait. The Ranger CVBG arrived to support U.S.
forces in the region.

12 83 10 Korea The Carl Vinson CVBG extended operations near Korea following a
North Korean terrorist act in Burma.
13 842 Hormuz Strait The U.S. sent a naval task force through the Strait in an assertion of

the right of passage after Iran threatened to prevent such action.




14 84 3 El Salvador, SecDef authorized an increased navy presence off the coast of
Honduras, Central America to demonstrate U.S. commitment to the region and
Nicaragua to deter Nicaraguan aggression. The America began operations
shortly thereafter and joint exercises were continually conducted
throughout the year.

15 843 Egypt AWACS aircraft were deployed to Egypt because of Egyptian fears
of a Libyan attack on the Sudan. The U.S. later airlifted Egyptian
personnel and equipment to Sudan in response to a Libyan air raid
against Sudan.

16 844 Iman Following hostile Iranian actions, the U.S. maintained a continuous
carrier presence in the region and began escorting American flagged
merchant ships in May.

17 846 SaudiArabia Following Iraqi initiation of a major anti-shipping campaign, AWACS
aircraft were deployed to Saudi Arabia.

18 846 Gulf of Sidra F-14 Tomcats from the Saratoga flew over the Gulf of Sidra in
demonstration of the US’ rejection of Libya's claim to sovereignty
over the 30,000-square-mile body of water.

19 84 8 Sudan USAF deployed E-3A aircraft to monitor fighting in Chad.
20 84 8 Arabian Sea, Gulf USN joined a multinational effort to locate mines in the Gulf of Suez.
of Suez The USS Harkness began Operation INTENSE LOOK on August 4.

Meanwhile, the LaSalle began operations off Saudi Arabia August
15. USAF tankers and airlifters also participate.

21 849 Lebanon Following terrorist threats, three USN warships appeared off the
coast of Lebanon.
22 84 11 Cuba An E-3A AWACS and two fighters provided air patrols over a

disabled U.S. merchant ship that had drifted into Cuban waters. The
USS Nimitz also provided support for the rescuing USCG vessel.

23 853 Lebanon U.S. embassy evacuated while the USS Eisenhower steamed
toward Lebanon following terrorist threats against American
personnel.

24 854 Japan 3 U.S. F-16s touched down at the joint U.S.-Japan Misawa Air Base

in northemn Japan. The aircraft presaged the deployment of two
squadrons by 1987. These are the first U.S. combat jets stationed in
northern Japan since 1972.

25 866 Lebanon The Nimitz battle group and the 24th MAU arrived off Beirut August
17 in response to the hijacking of TWA flight 847.
26 859 Mexico Massive earthquakes wrought havoc on Mexico City, destroying

2,500 buildings and killing 4,000 people. Airlifters transported 375
tons of cargo to aid rescuers and to assist the populace.

27 859 Iman The USN escorts a MSC ship and increased surveillance activity in
the Persian Gulf following Iranian actions.

28 85 10 Mediterranean In response to the Achille Lauro hijacking, the U.S. rushed a SEAL
team and Delta Force commando units to the Mediterranean as U.S.
and ltalian warships shadowed the cruise ship. Three days later USN
F-14 Tomcat fighters from the Saratoga plus support aircraft force an

__EagyptAir 737 ferrying the hijackers to land at Sigonella AB in ltaly.

29 85 11 Malta The USS Coral Sea and other units responded to the hijacking of an
Egyptian airliner.
30 861 Yemen U.S. naval forces moved to Yemen to await an order to extract

American citizens from a bloody civil war. Royal Navy ships and
others instead conducted the operation.




31

86 1

Gulf of Sidra

The Coral Sea and Saratoga carrier battle groups conducted
freedom of navigation exercises in and near the Gulf of Sidra,
dubbed Operation ATTAIN DOCUMENT |. Similar exercises
occurred in February and March, eventually culminating in violence
before a triumphant U.S. withdrawal.

32

86 1

Iran

The Pentagon ordered two U.S. warships to an area just outside the
Persian Gulf after the Iranian Navy briefly stopped and boarded the
U.S. merchant ship President Taylor.

33

86 3

Honduras

4 U.S. Chinook and 10 UH-1 Hueys, manned by U.S. soldiers,
transported a battalion of Honduran troops close to the Nicaraguan
border, where Sandinista forces were fighting Contra rebels.

34

86 4

Mediterranean

The USN reassembled the USS America and the USS Coral Sea
carrier battle groups as a waming to Libya.

35

865

Gulf of Oman

The presence of the U.S. destroyer David R. Ray averted an lranian
boarding of the commercial vessel President McKinley, which Iran
desired to search for contraband. iran had previously searched the
President Taylorin January.

36

867

Bolivia

U.S. troops were sent to Bolivia in Operation BLAST FURNACE to
aid the Bolivian military in a series of raids on drug traffickers. U.S.
forces are comprised of 6 Black Hawk helicopters and a company of
associated personnel.

37

86 9

Cyprus,
Lebanon

Following the hijacking of a Pakistani airliner, the USS Forrestal
moved to the Eastern Mediterranean to counter the aircraft from
fleeing to Cyprus or Beirut.

38

86 9

Korea

USAF flew E-3 sorties and F-16s sat alert durmg the Asian Games in
South Korea to deter North Korea from attacking.

39

86 11

China

The USS Reeves, Rentz , and Oldendorf arrived in Qingdao to
make the first port visit to China since 1949.

40

86 12

Honduras

In response to a Nicaraguan attack on Contra bases in Honduras, 6
U.S. Chinook helicopters were used to ferry Honduran troops to the
border areas.

41

87 1

Arabian Sea,
Persian Gulf

The USS Kitty Hawk and escorts were ordered to the northern
Arabian Sea to wam Iran not to canry its present offensive too far
while a U.S. Middle Eastemn Task Force was moved further north in
the Persian gulf. Additional deployments followed.

42

87 2

Lebanon

A U.S. naval assaultt force led by the USS Inchon was ordered to the
waters off Lebanon. Other ships already there were redeployed in
an effort to alleviate tension after a wave of kidnappings.

43

873

Honduras

A combined exercise involving U.S. personnel and Honduran forces
began. Operation SOLID SHIELD was the largest U.S. exercise ever
in Central America.

44

877

Persian Gulf

Operation EARNEST WILL began as the USN conducted the first
naval convoy of reflagged Kuwaiti tankers. E-3A AWACS aircraft,
tankers, and cargo aircraft are also utilized. The operation was
terminated December, 1989 after 136 convoys containing 270
merchant ships had been safely escorted.

45

88 1

Haiti

Marine units moved close to the coast of Haiti in response to unrest
sparked by a change in government.

46

88 2

Black Sea

The guided-missile cruiser Yorktown and the destroyer Caron were
bumped by a Soviet frigate and destroyer, respectively, in
international waters near Sebastopol, where they were asserting the
right of passage.
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47

883

Honduras

2 battalions of the 82d airborne and 2 battalions of the 7th Infantry
Division deployed to Honduras in response to a Nicaraguan
offensive. USAF tankers were utilized in Operation GOLDEN
PHEASANT.

48

884

Panama

Eight C-5s and 22 C-141s airlifted 1300 security specialists from the
U.S. to Panama, where political instability threatened the safety of
the several thousand Americans residing in that nation. Also, U.S.
troops engaged in an exercise simulating the takeover of the
Panama Canal to demonstrate American resolve to ensure the
security of the Canal. U.S. forces included 9 UH-60 Black Hawks,
AH-1 Cobra gunships, and 89 soldiers from the 193d Light Infantry
Brigade. In June an additional 250 security personnel were sent to
Panama.

49

889

Korea

USAF E-3As and fighters flew high visibility sorties to deter any North
Korean aggression during the Olympic Games in South Korea. In
addition, two CVBGs operated in the Sea of Japan at this time.

50

889

Burma

Preparations were made to evacuate non-combatants from Burma
because of increasing civil strife. An evacuation was not deemed
necessary in the final analysis.

51

889

Caribbean, Gulf  The 1989 Defense Authorization Act resulted in the use of USN

of Mexico

assets to fight the War on Drugs, primarily in a “detection and
monitoring role.”

52

88 11

Maldives

Nimitz CVBG moved toward the Maldives in response to an
attempted coup.

53

89 2

Lebanon

A MARG and the Theodore Roosevelt moved toward Lebanon as
fighting intensified in the civil war.

54

895

Panama

Operation NIMROD DANCER deployed 1,881 U.S. personnel from
Marine units, the 7th Light Infantry Division, and the 5th Mechanized
Infantry Division to Panama to bolster the U.S. presence. USAF airlift
was utilized. Meanwhile, USSOUTHCOM increased the number of
exercises significantly.

55

895

South China Sea A series of rescues by USN ships of Vietnamese refugees began.

These events occurred regularly throughout the summer of 1989.

56

896

China

During civil unrest in China, a CVBG steamed in the South China
Sea.

57

898

Soviet Union

The guided-missile cruiser Thomas S. Gates and the guided-missile
frigate Kauffman visited the Soviet Black Sea Fleet base of
Sevastopol.

58

898

Iran,
Lebanon

In the wake of the killing of a U.S. hostage and an inability to make
progress on the release of other hostages, the White House
ordered the USS America to the coast of Iran and the USS Coral Sea
and thebattleship lowa to Lebanon.

59

899

Virgin Islands

President Bush ordered 2 battalions of military police and 2 guided-
missile frigates to the Virgin Islands to help quell riots that broke out
in the aftermath of Hurricane Hugo. Operation HAWKEYE is the first
use of Army troops to quell a civil disturbance since the 1968 riots in
America’s cities. USAF provided airlift which brought in troops and
humanitarian aid.




60

899

Bolivia,
Colombia, Peru,
and the
Caribbean

President Bush announced the Andean Initiative to authorize the
deployment of U.S. personnel, among other actions, to South
American states to combat drug trafficking. Six months later, DoD
announced a $2-bn military anti-drug effort in the Caribbean,
ordering additional ships and aircraft to the Caribbean, including
AWACS, E-2s, P-3s, aerostats, and support elements.

61

89 12

Philippines

Two F-4 Phantom lis made “persuasion” flights over rebel positions
during an unsuccessful coup attempt against President Aquino. In
addition, USN units moved into Subic Bay.

62

905

South China Sea

A series of rescues of Vietnamese refugees by the U.S. Navy
commenced. They continued into July.

63

906

Liberia

U.S. forces arrived off the coast of Liberia following civil unrest. U.S.
forces evacuated U.S. citizens and dependents from Liberia in a two-
week operation in August. Over 850 people were evacuated.
Operation SHARP EDGE is extended until January, 1991. A
combined total of 2,400 people are evacuated. U.S. forces were
composed of the USS Sajpan , Patterson , Ponce , Sumter , and
2,300 Marines from the 22d MEU.

64

907

Persian Gulf

6 U.S. warships, 2 KC-135s, a C-141 and warships of the United
Arab Emirates held short-notice exercises to signal Iraqi President
Saddam Hussein to avoid starting a conflict with Kuwait.

65

907

Philippines

U.S. military personne! from PACAF and the 7th Fleet joined a
rescue effort for victims of a major earthquake that killed over 200
people. :

66

90 8

Southwest Asia

Following Iraq's occupation of Kuwait, President Bush ordered the
beginning of Operation DESERT SHIELD, a massive deployment of
U.S. forces to Saudi Arabia and other Middle East locations. Within
hours of the deployment order, two fighter squadrons of fully-armed
F-15s are launched from Langley AFB. Furthermore, the USS
Independence immediately headed for the Persian Gulf. By
January, 1991, the following U.S. forces were in theater: 6 carrier
battle groups, 9 Army divisions, 2 USMC divisions, and 10 tactical
fighter wing equivalents. In addition, other assets were utilized i.e.
long-range bombers, satellites, etc.

67

911

Somalia

Operation EASTERN EXIT evacuated 260 individuals from Somalia,
utilizing rotary aircraft from the USS Guam_and the USS Trenton .

68

913

The U.S. deployed elements from the 1st and 3d Armored Divisions
and the 2nd Armored Cavalry Regiments in an attempt to intimidate
Iraqi government units that were conducting operations against rebel
forces.

69

914

iraq,
Turkey

Operation PROVIDE COMFORT began as the U.S. sought to
protect Kurdish refugees. Similarly, in April U.S. Army personnel and
the 24th MEU established Kurdish refugee camps in Operation
LAND COMFORT.

70

914

Bolivia

The U.S. deployed nearly 600 personnel to Bolivia to help fight drug
trafficking. These troops included trainers, officers, engineers, and
medical personnel.

71

915

Cuba

USAF deployed forces and equipment to Guantanamo (GTMO) Bay,
Cuba Naval Station in support of OPERATION GTMO, providing
humanitarian relief to Haitian migrants. Eventually an airlift of
refugees was necessary.
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72

915

Bangladesh

Operation SEA ANGEL commenced as an amphibious group led by
the USS Tarawa began providing aid to Bangladeshis. Army Black
Hawk helicopters also assisted the operation. USAF established a
strategic airlift to deliver 738 passengers and 832 tons of food to
alleviate suffering caused by Cyclone Marion. Additionally, an
intratheater airlift delivered food from depots established in-country.

73

916

Turkey

Operation Provide Comfort || began to aid/protect the Kurds.

74

916

Philippines

Operation FIERY VIGIL occurred as the USN and the USAF
evacuated U.S. dependents from the Philippines following the
eruption of Mount Pinatubo. A carrier battle group led by the USS
Abraham Lincoln and other ships and USAF aircraft led the
evacuation. Tens of thousands of U.S. dependents were
evacuated.

75

919

Saudi Arabia

Aircraft from USAF delivered Patriot missiles and two Patriot
battalions.

76

919

Zaire

As fighting broke out between government and rebel groups, the
U.S. evacuated over 700 Americans and other nationals in Operation
QUICK LIFT and supported the deployment of French and Belgian
forces needed to protect other foreign nationals.

77

92 2

Common-wealth
of Independent
States

USAF aircraft began delivering food and medical supplies to states of
the former Soviet Union in Operation PROVIDE HOPE.

78

923

United Kingdom

6 USAF B-52s arrived at RAF Fairford after the UN Security Council
warned of “severe consequences” if Iraq refused to destroy its
nuclear, chemical, and missile arsenals.

79

92 4

Bosnia-
Herzegovina

USAF aircraft made the first delivery of food, blankets, and medical
supplies to Sarajevo as war between Bosnian and Serbian forces
continued. Two months later, USAF C-130s began relief flights from
Germany to Sarajevo in Operation PROVIDE PROMISE. Depending
upon the situation, these flights were suspended intermittently. In
February, 1993, this operation is expanded to include the remainder
of Bosnia-Herzegovina.

80

92 4

ltaly

Operation HOT ROCK. U.S. Navy Sea Stallion helicopters and
personnel assisted ltalian government officials in an effort to halt lava
flows from Mount Etna that threatened populated areas.

81

927

Colombia

USN P-3s and 4 USAF C-130s joined the Colombian AF in the
search for drug lord Pablo Escobar.

82

927

Adriatic Sea

The USN guided-missile frigate Jack Williams and other units began
patrolling the Yugoslav coast in observance of a UN embargo.

83

92 8

Angola

In support of Operation PROVIDE TRANSITION, AMC aircrews and
airplanes transported combatants from rival factions to their home
provinces to strengthen a truce and the transition to a democratic
government.

84

928

Iraq

Operation SOUTHERN WATCH began as the U.S. ordered the Iraqi
military to stop flying planes and helicopters below the 32d Parallel.
The USS Independence carrier battle group was repositioned to
enforce this ban. Likewise, USAF elements enforced this ban.

85

92 8

Kenya, Somalia

The U.S. began a massive airlift of food to Somalia, utilizing USAF C-
130s and C-141 aircraft, as part of a global effort to ease mass
starvation. 70 U.S. Army Green Berets were also included for
security. Operation PROVIDE RELIEF was suspended in late
September due to bad weather, gun battles, and looting.
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86

92 12

Iraq

The USS Kitty Hawk carrier battle group was deployed to the region
of Iraq during heightened tensions as Iraqi aircraft continued to
penetrate prohibited air zones, among other provocations.

87

92 12

Somalia

President Bush ordered U.S. troops into Somalia as part of
Operation RESTORE HOPE. U.S. troop levels fluctuated according
to the situation on the ground over the course of the next 16 months
but included at various times a carrier battle group, 28,000 troops,
and an amphibious assault force. All services participate in
substantial numbers. The UN began UNOSOM | May 4, 1993 as the
U.S. relinquished control. The last U.S. troops left Somalia March
25, 1994 as Operation RESTORE HOPE terminated. U.S. forces
remained “on-call’ offshore.

88

931

Kuwait

President Bush ordered a battalion of soldiers from Ft. Hood, Texas
to deploy earlier than had been scheduled to exercise with the
Kuwaiti military in light of continued Iragi hostility.

89

931

Haiti

In Operation ABLE MANNER, U.S. Coast Guard ships and 3 USN
ships sailed towards Haiti to prevent a refugee exodus.

90

934

Bosnia-
Herzegovina

NATO began enforcing the UN no-fly zone over Bosnia through
Operation DENY FLIGHT. The initial U.S. contribution consisted of
12 F-15s and 12 F/A-18s. This is the first deployment of NATO to a
combat zone since the founding of the Western Alliance in 1949.

91

93 6

Macedonia

The U.S. sent troops for UNPROFOR's border observer incident in
Macedonia where they patrolled Macedonia's border with
Yugoslavia. These units eventually comprised two infantry
companies from the 3rd Infantry Division and 3 Black Hawk
helicopters. A total of nearly 600 personnel were involved. This is
the 1st time U.S. combat units were deployed under the UN blue hat
of peace keeping operations.

92

93 10

Somalia

Following the combat deaths of U.S. army personnel, significant
numbers of additional U.S. personnel were deployed to the theater.

93

93 10

Haiti

26 American soldiers arrived in Haiti as the vanguard of a larger UN
peacekeeping force to follow. Days later, the U.S. recalled the USS
Harlan County , which was to have ferried U.S. engineers on a UN
mission to Port-au-Prince, in the face of armed Haitian
demonstrators. The resultant Operation SUPPORT DEMOCRACY
began as the USS Gettysburg, Sterett, Vicksburg , Jack Williams ,
Klakring , and Caron imposed a UN embargo on Haiti after the failure
of the Governor's Island Agreement.

94

93 12

Colombia

160 engineers from the 46th Engineer Battalion arrived in Colombia
to construct a school, clinic, and roads. Additional Navy personnel
constructed river bases and radar facilities for use by Colombian
forces in combating drug traffickers and insurgent forces.

95

94 3

South Korea

President Clinton ordered a battalion of Patriot missiles to South
Korea as tensions with North Korea rose. Traveling via train and
surface vessel, they arrived in mid-April. In May, the USS
Independence CVBG was required to remain within one weeks
sailing time of the Korean Peninsula in preparation for any potential
crisis. This status was revoked several months later.

96

94 4

Burundi

American forces assisted French and Halian troops in the evacuation
of American citizens from civil strife in Rwanda.
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97 945 Caribbean The USS Wasp amphibious assault ship began eight weeks of
training near Haiti, where it is later joined by an amphibious ready
group. Following the exercise the Wasp was rotated out of the area.
The exercises were designed to pressure the government of Haiti.

98 947 Zaire U.S. Army and Air Force personnel began Operation SUPPORT
HOPE in Goma, Zaire in an effort to alleviate the suffering of
Rwandan refugees. Approximately 2,000 ground troops were
involved as are military cargo aircraft.

99 948 Cuba The USN moved naval assets toward Cuba in an effort to staunch the
flow of Cuban refugees.
100 949  Haiti Elements of the 82d Airborne were recalled en route as the military

government of Haitian General Cedras agreed to implement the
Governor's Island Agreement.

DATA BASE

Notes
No.: Event number
Date: 1983 (January) to 1994 (September)
Force: Major
Size  Moderate
Minor

Note: For a more detailed description, see Methodology

Location: The states and/or bodies of water that served as the foci of U.S. activities
Region: EAS (East Asia)

EUR (Europe)

MID (Middle East and North Africa)

SAS (South Asia)

SUB (Sub-Saharan Africa)
WES (Western Hemisphere)
Note: For a more detailed description, see the annex to this appendix

Type: C = Counterdrug Operations: Self-Explanatory

F = Freedom of Navigation: Self-Explanatory

H = Humanitarian Relief: Includes disaster relief, refugee assistance, and
rescues
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S = Support Operations: Nonviolent support of 3rd party operations
T = Threat Situation: Situations in which the potential for hostilities is high
V = Visit: Self-Explanatory
X =Exercise: Self-Explanatory
Military: USAF (Air Force), USA (Army), USN/MC (Navy + Marine Corps)
Service ' 7
Duration: <30 = 30 days or less
<90 =90 days or less
<180 = 180 days or less

>180 = 180 days or more
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Data List

A-15

Force Military Service
No. Date Size Location Region Type |USAF |[USA |[USN/MC |Duration
1 83-2 Mod Egypt MID T 1 3 <30
2 83-2 Maj Honduras WES X 2 3 <30
3 83-4 Min Thailand SAS S 1 <30
4 83-6 Mod Honduras, et al. WES X 1 2 3 <180
5 83-7 Min South China Sea SAS H 3 <30
6 83-8 Mod Chad, Sudan MID T 1 3 <30
7 83-8 Maj Honduras WES X 2 3 <30
8 83-8 Mod Lebanon MID T 3 <180
9 83-9 Mod Korea EAS S 1 3 <30
10 83-10 Mod Grenada WES T 3 <30
11 83-10 Mod Iran MID T 3 <180
12 83-10 Mod Korea EAS T 1 3 <30
13 84-2 ? Hormuz Straight MID F 3 <30
14 84-3 Mod El Salvador, etal. |WES X 1 2 3 >180
15 84-3 ? Egypt MID T 1 3 <30
16 84-4 Mod Iran MiD T 3 >180
17 84-6 ? Saudi Arabia MID T 1 ?
18 84-6 Min Gulf of Sidra MID F 3 <30
19 84-8 ? Sudan MID T 1 <30
20 84-8 Min Arabian Sea, etal. |MID T 1 3 <90
21 84-9 Min Lebanon MID T 3 <90
22 84-11 Min Cuba WES H 1 3 <30
23 85-3 Mod Lebanon MID T 3 <90
24 85-4 Mod Japan EAS T 1 >180
25 85-6 Mod Lebanon MID T 3 <30
26 85-9 Min Mexico WES H 1 <30
27 85-9 Min Iran MID T 3 <30
28 85-10 Mod Mediterranean EUR T 2 3 <30
29 85-11 Mod Malta EUR T 3 <30
30 86-1 ? Yemen MID H 3 <30
31 86-1 Maj Gulf of Sidra MID F 3 <90
32 86-1 Min Iran MID T 3 <180
33 86-3 Min Honduras WES S 2 <30
34 86-4 Maj Mediterranean MID T 3 <30
35 86-5 Min Gulf of Oman MID T 3 <30
36 86-7 Min Bolivia WES C 2 <180
37 86-9 Mod Cyprus, Lebanon  |MID T 3 <30
38 86-9 Min Korea EAS T 1 <30
39 86-11 Min China EAS \'/ 3 <30
40 86-12 Min Honduras WES S 2 <30
41 87-1 Mod Arabian Sea, etal. |MID T 2 3 >180
42 87-2 Min Lebanon MID T 3 <30
43 87-3 Maj Honduras WES X 2 3 <30
44 87-7 Min Persian Gulf MID T 1 2 3 >180
45 88-1 Min Haiti WES T 3 <30
46 88-2 Min Black Sea EUR F 3 <30
47 88-3 Maj Honduras WES T 1 2 <90

(Cont’d)




(Cont’d)

Force Military Service
No. Date Size Location Region Type |USAF [USA |USN/MC |Duration
48 88-4 Maj Panama WES T 1 2 3 >180
49 88-9 Maj Korea EAS T 1 2 3 <30
50 88-9 Min Burma SAS H 3 <30
51 88-9 Min Caribbean, et al. WES C 3 >180
52 88-11 Mod Maldives SAS T 3 <30
53 89-2 Mod Lebanon MID T 2 3 <90
54 89-5 Maj Panama WES T 1 2 3 >180
55 89-5 Min South China Sea SAS H 3 <180
56 89-6 Mod China EAS T 3 <30
57 89-8 Min USSR EUR Vv 3 <30
58 89-8 Maj Iran, et al. MID T 3 <90
59 89-9 Maj Virgin Islands WES H 1 2 3 [<90 ?
60 89-9 Mod Bolivia, et al. WES C 1 2 3 >180
61 89-12 Min Philippines SAS T 1 3 <30
62 90-5 Min South China Sea  |SAS H 3 <90
63 90-6 Min Liberia SuB H 3 >180
64 90-7 Min Persian Gulf MID X 1 3 <30
65 90-7 Min Philippines SAS H 1 3 <30
66 90-8 Maj Southwest Asia MID T 1 2 3 >180
67 91-1 Min Somalia sSuB H 1 3 <30
68 91-3 Maj Iraq MID T 2 <1807
69 91-4 Maj Iraq, Turkey MID H 1 2 3 <90
70 91-4 Mod Bolivia WES C 2 <180 ?
71 91-5 Min Cuba WES H 1 2 3 >180
72 91-5 Mod Bangladesh SAS H 1 2 3 <30
73 91-6 Maj?  |Turkey MID T 1 2 3 >180
74 91-6 Mod Philippines SAS H 1 3 <30
75 91-9 ? Saudi Arabia MID T 1 2 ?
76 91-9 Min Zaire SuB H 1 2 <30
77 92-2 Min Russia, et al. EUR H 1 <30
78 92-3 Min United Kingdom EUR T 1 <30 ?
79 92-4 Min Bosnia EUR H 1 3 >180
80 92-4 Min italy EUR H 3 <30
81 92-7 Min Colombia WES S 1 3 <30
82 92-7 Min Adriatic Sea EUR T 1 3 >180
83 92-8 Min Angola SUB S 1 3 <30
84 92-8 Mod Iraq MID T 1 3 >180
85 92-8 Mod Kenya, Somalia SuUB H 1 2 3 <90
86 92-12 Mod Iraq MID T 3 <30
87 92-12 Maj Somalia SuUB T 1 2 3 >180
88 93-1 Mod Kuwait MID X 1 2 <90 ?
89 93-1 Min Haiti WES H 3 >180
90 93-4 Maj Bosnia EUR T 1 2 3 >180
91 93-6 Mod Macedonia EUR T 2 >180
92 93-10 Maj Somalia SUB T 1 2 3 <180
93 93-10 Min Haiti WES T 1 2 3 >180
94 93-12 Min Colombia WES S 2 3 <90
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(Cont’d)

Force Military Service

No. Date Size Location Region Type |USAF [USA |USN/MC |Duration
95 94-3 Mod South Korea EAS T 2 3 <90

96 94-4 Min Burundi SuB H 3 <30

97 94-5 Min Caribbean WES X 3 <90

98 94-7 Maj Zaire - SuUB H 1 2 3 <90

99 94-8 Min Cuba WES H 1 2 3 >180
100 |94-9 Maj Haiti WES T 2 3 >180
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STUDY RESULTS

The study results concentrate on three major areas in an attempt to elucidate future trends in
the use of military forces in political-military incidents. For the period 1983-1994, we look at the
number, duration, and size of incidents, the location and type of incidents, and the role of the
services in the incidents.

Number, Duration, and Size of Incidents

This section examines the number of political-military incidents that occurred 1983-1994
and adjusts for the duration and size of those incidents.

New U.S. Political-Military Incidents by Period

Of the 100 events chronicled (Table A-4), 40 occurred in the 1983-1986 time frame, 26
during 1987-1990, and 34 additional incidents in the 1991-1994 period. An average of 10, 6.5,
and 8.5 events took place in the three respective time segments. These statistics reflect an active
period of U.S. military involvement in the mid—1980s, a sharp decline in the late 1980s, and a
moderate increase in the early 1990s. This raw measure does not, however, account for incident
cost, duration, size, or other crucial factors.

Table A-4. New Incidents/Period

Average
Period Total (Yearly)
1983-1986 40 10
1987-1990 26 6.5
1991-1994 34 8.5
Total 100

New U.S. Political-Military Incidents Lasting Over 90 Days by Period

In an attempt to compensate for the admittedly imperfect measure of New Incidents/Period,
we introduced a second calculation, related to incident duration. This second calculation eliminates
those incidents that are generally minor and/or brief in nature while emphasizing incidents that
lasted longer than 90 days. Presumably, lengthier incidents are more expansive in terms of cost
and force size than shorter incidents.
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The results reveal a distinct pattern not evident in the coarser New Incidents/Period
measurement. Specifically, for each successive period the average number of new incidents per
period lasting over 90 days increased despite fluctuations in the average number of new incidents
per period. This trend is clearly visible in Table A-5, with each successive period, as the average
number of new incidents lasting over 90 days climbs from 2 to 2.25 to 3.75.2

Table A-5. New Incidents > 90 Days/Period

Period Total Average

(Yearly)
1983-1986 8 2
1987-1990 9 2.25
1991-1994 15 3.75
Total 32

The measure New Incidents >90 Days/Period is a marked improvement over New
Incidents/Period in tracking the burden of political-military incidents on the United States. An
additional calculation, however, is necessary to further refine the results.

New U.S. Political-Military Incidents Lasting Over 90 Days by Period and
Force Size

The added factor is that of force size. As illustrated by Table A-6, the number of major
force commitments, as defined in the Methodology, has jumped from 0 to 3 to 6 in the respective
1983-1986, 1987-1990, and 1991-1994 time periods. Moderate force displays, primarily lone
carrier battle groups (CVBGs), have actually decreased from a high point of 6 in 1983-1986 to a
mere 2 incidents in the 1987-1990 period and with 3 more incidents in the 1991-1994 framework.
Minor force commitments, similar to major force commitments, continue to rise. From 1983 to
1994 there were 9 major, 11 moderate, and 12 minor force commitments.

2 The 1991-94 period average (3.75) is significantly different from that for 1983-86 (2). With a T-test value of
2.9, the difference between the two means is significant beyond the .005 level.
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Table A-6. New Incidents/>90 Days/Period/Force Size

Number of Incidents by Force Size
Year Major Moderate Minor Total
1983-1986 0 6 2 8
1987-1990 3 2 4 9
1991-1994 [} 3 6 15
Total 9 11 12 32

Although various costing measures are beyond the scope of this trend analysis, the
elements of incident duration and force size may compensate sufficiently for this gap. Using these
two elements, it is clear that not only is the number of lengthy political-military incidents
increasing, but the number of lengthy and major force commitments has risen markedly over the
course of 1983-1994.

Political-Military Incident Location and Type

This section discusses the location and types of political-military incidents encountered by
U.S. forces. Additionally, the analysis is refined to reflect incident duration.

New Incidents per Period by Region

Of the 100 discrete incidents recorded from 1983 to 1994, 35 (35 percent) occurred in the
Middle East and North Africa, 27 (27 percent) in the Western Hemisphere, 11 (11 percent) in
Europe, 10 (10 percent) in South Asia, 8 (8 percent) in East Asia, and 9 (9 percent) in Sub-
Saharan Africa. Figure A-2 shows these incidents broken out by period.
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Figure A-2. New Incidents/Period/Region

The 1983-1986 period is characterized by a high degree of U.S. activity in the Middle East
(52 percent), moderate U.S. activity in the Western Hemisphere, and relatively little activity in the
remaining regions, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa, which received no U.S. attention at all.
This period is distinguished by U.S. actions in Lebanon, Libya, the Persian Gulf, and Central
America.

The 1987-1990 period reflects a shift in U.S. commitments. The Western Hemisphere and
South Asia saw proportionately increased U.S. activity, accounting for 31 percent and 23 percent
respectively. The Middle East and North Africa saw drastically reduced U.S. activity, dropping to
27 percent. East Asia, Europe, and Sub-Saharan Africa continued to receive scant attention. This
period is highlighted by U.S. actions in Panama, counterdrug operations, and continued strife in
Central America and the Persian Gulf.

The third period, 1991-1994, displays a continuing shift in U.S. commitments. Activities
in the Western Hemisphere dominate U.S. actions (27 percent). Sub-Saharan Africa has become
the second-ranking region, in terms of political-military incidents, at 24 percent versus the 21
percent of the Middle East and North Africa and Europe, despite the Gulf War. Incidents in both
East and South Asia remain at very low levels. This period is marked by U.S. exertion in Haiti,
Irag, and the former communist states of Europe, and by humanitarian operations in Sub-Saharan
Africa.
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Although we cautioned above that the gross number of new incidents is not a measure of
U.S. cost, force commitment, incident duration, and other factors, certain patterns are evident
when this data is broken out by region: (1) U.S. political-military incidents in the Middle East and
North Africa have declined, and continue to do so, despite the increased U.S. presence in the
region following the Gulf War. (2) The Western Hemisphere continues to see a constant and
relatively high number of political-military incidents. (3) Both Europe and Sub-Saharan Africa
have received sharply increased U.S. attention over the past 4 years.

New Incidents Lasting Over 90 Days by Period and Region

A measure of discrimination in the form of incident duration reveals similar trends. Of the
new incidents that lasted over 90 days during the period 1983-1986, 50 percent occurred in the
Middle East and North Africa and 38 percent in the Western Hemisphere. This is the same pattern
displayed in Figure A-2, above, as is the declining prominence of the Middle East and North Africa
vis-a-vis the Western Hemisphere during the period 1987-1990. This trend continued with the
further decline of the Middle East and North Africa (to 20 percent) versus the Western Hemisphere
and Europe (40 percent and 27 percent, respectively). Figure A-3 depicts these trends.
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Figure A-3. New Incidents/>90 Days/Period/Region
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New U.S. Political-Military Incidents per Period by Type

In addition to quantifying the level of U.S. activity by location, it is useful to examine the
nature of the incidents to identify future trends. As discussed above in the section on data base
notes, we developed seven incident classifications for the purpose of this study. They are:
counterdrug operations (C), freedom of navigation acts (F), humanitarian relief (H), support .
operations (S), threat situations (T), visits (V), and exercises (X). Figure A-4 shows, for the
periods of interest, what percentage of U.S. activity was devoted to each incident classification.
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Figure A-4. Type of Incident/Period

The 1983-1986 period is overwhelmingly dominated by threat situations (23 of 40
incidents). This of course reflects U.S. actions in the Middle East and North Africa, specifically
Lebanon, Libya, Iran, and Iraq. No other incident type played a comparable role.

The number of threat situations declined from 58 percent to 54 percent from the first to the
second time period as the number of humanitarian operations increased from 10 percent in 1983-
1986 to 23 percent in 1987-1990. Other incident types continued to play a lesser role. Finally, the
1991-1994 period reinforced this shift in incident type as threat situations constituted 41 percent of
all new incidents versus the 41 percent allotted to humanitarian incidents.

The following trends emerged from this data. (1) Threat situations are no longer
necessarily the primary driver behind U.S. political-military incidents. (2) Humanitarian
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operations are becoming increasingly prominent with time. (3) No other incident types play a
particularly high profile role in U.S. political-military incident activities.

SERVICE ROLES IN POLITICAL-MILITARY INCIDENTS

Having established numerous trends in political-military incident duration, location, size,
and type, we now examine the role of the individual services in political-military incidents.

Joint/Service Involvement per Period by Incident

The number of joint? incidents increased from 12 (30 percent) in 1983-1986 to 14 (54
percent) in 1987-1990 and 24 (71 percent) in the years 1991-1994. In addition, the individual
services acted alone in some incidents during the periods of interest. The U.S. Air Force acted
alone in 6 incidents in the 1983-1986 period and in 2 incidents in the 1991-1994 period. The Air
Force did not act alone in any incidents in the 1987-1990 period. The Army acted alone in only 3
incidents in the 1983-1986 period, in no such incidents in the 1987-1990 time frame, and again in
3 incidents in the 1991-1994 period. The United States Navy/Marine Corps acted alone in 19
incidents between 1983 and 1986, 12 incidents between 1987 and 1990, and only 5 incidents
between 1991 and 1994. These results are shown in Figure A-5.
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Figure A-5. Joint/Service Involvement/Incident/Period

3 Joint refers solely to the participation of more than one service in a given incident and not to command
structures or similar force characteristics.
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The results reveal several discernible patterns. (1) All services are involved in political-
military incidents via joint fora. (2) The number of incidents reflecting jointness has increased
sharply 1983-1994. (3) The U.S. Navy/Marine Corps has acted alone most frequently.

Service Participation by Period

Excluding the joint label allows service involvement to be further refined. The United
States Air Force continued to make gains in participation in new incidents, although
proportionately smaller than the Army. Nonetheless, USAF participation increased from 38
percent to 42 percent to 71 percent in the three respective time periods. As shown in Figure A-6.,
Army participation in new incidents increased from 20 percent in 1983-1986 to 42 percent in
1987-1990, and eventually 59 percent in 1991-1994. Navy/Marine Corps participation in new
incidents climbed from an already high figure of 78 percent to an astonishing 96 percent in the
1987-1990 period before declining to 77 percent in the 1991-1994 period. Combining the three
periods together reveals aggregate participation rates of 50 percent for the Air Force, 39 percent for
the Army, and 82 percent for the Navy/Marine Corps.
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Figure A-6. Service Participation/Period

The following conclusions are drawn from Figure A-6. (1) The role of the U.S. Air Force
has increased to the point that most new incidents now involve USAF assets. (2) The U.S. Army
is also increasingly involved in political-military incidents. (3) The Navy/Marine Corps has been
the service most often involved in new political-military incidents.
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Manpower per Incident

Yet another method of evaluating the role of the services in political-military incidents is to
characterize the manpower available to react to those incidents. As shown below, the erosion of
the military manpower pool, coupled with a rising number of lengthy political-military incidents,
increased the relative burden upon the U.S. military.

As reflected in Table A-7 the average number of political-military incidents per 100,000
active-duty military personnel has fluctuated in a manner which demonstrates no distinguishable

pattern.
Table A-7 Average Incidents/100,000 Active Military Personnel
Period Incidents Military Personnel Average
1983-86 40 21 1.90476
1987-90 26 21 1.23810
1991-94 34 18 1.88889
Total 100

Adjusting these political-military incidents to include only those exceeding 90 days in
duration clearly reveals a sharp increase in the average number of incidents greater than 90 days per
100,000 active duty personnel.

Table A-8 Average Incidents >90 Days/100,000 Active Military Personnel

Period Incidents >90 Days Average
1983-86 8 0.38095
1987-90 9 0.42857
1991-94 15 0.83333
Total 32

Table A-8 displays an increase in the average from 0.38095 in 1983-1986 to 0.83333 in
1991-1994. This may be attributed to both an absolute increase in the number of incidents and an
absolute decline in the number of military personnel available to service those incidents.
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CONCLUSIONS
Based on the data presented in Section IV, we have drawn the following conclusions:

(1) In the period 1991-1994 the United States was not involved in more political-military
incidents than in previous periods.

(2) The number of political-military incidents lasting over 90 days has grown in absolute
terms despite fluctuations in the actual number of political-military incidents.

(3) The number of political-military incidents lasting over 90 days and representing a major
force commitment has increased absolutely.

(4) U.S. political-military incidents have declined sharply in the Middle East and North
Africa since the mid-1980s. In contrast, political-military incidents in Europe and Sub-Saharan
Africa have increased sharply since the 1980s.

(5) The number of political-military incidents in the Western Hemisphere remained
relatively high and constant in the 1983-1994 period.

(6) The number of political-military incidents lasting over 90 days in duration declined in
the Middle East and North Africa and increased substantially in Europe and Sub-Saharan Africa.

(7) The number of political-military incidents lasting over 90 days in the Western
Hemisphere increased over the 1983-1994 period.

(8) The number of political-military incidents involving threat situations declined since the
mid-1980s to less than half of all such incidents. Comparatively, the number of humanitarian
incidents nearly quadrupled to more than two-fifths of all political-military incidents over the
course of the last 12 years.

(9) The Navy/Marine Corps tendency to act alone in political-military incidents has
decreased dramatically since 1983. Conversely, the number of joint operations increased
markedly.

(10) Air Force and Army participation in political-military incidents increased sharply,
albeit in the form of joint operations.

(11) The relative manpower burden placed upon the Services by political-military incidents
exceeding 90 days in duration increased as the number of such incidents grew and the available
manpower to address these incidents declined.
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REGIONAL BREAKDOWN
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Appendix B

CASE STUDY:
OPERATION EL DORADO CANYON
(LIBYA)




Appendix B
OPERATION EL DORADO CANYON

OVERVIEW

The 1980s was a period in U.S. history when international terrorism was of great
concern. In early 1981 the new Reagan administration adopted a tough line on terrorists,
adopting a policy of “swift and effective retaliation.” The U.S. intelligence community
and the State Department identified a number of countries as being sponsors of
international terrorism—Iran, Syria and Libya being particularly active—but through the
early part of the decade there was no clear—cut case of a “smoking gun” that provided
sufficient evidence that linked a terrorist act directly to a specific state.

Then, in the spring of 1986 a disco was bombed in West Berlin and two people
were killed and more than 150 wounded, including 50 to 60 Americans. National
Security Agency intercepts and other intelligence information tied the bombing of the
disco directly to the regime of Muammar Qaddafi in Libya, and 9 days later U.S. Air
Force and Navy aircraft conducted a retaliatory strike code-named EL. DORADO
CANYON against five targets in Libya. The targeting objectives of the raid established
by the military planners were not met—specifically bomb damage objectives and low
collateral damage—and an Air Force F-111 and its crew were lost, but the Reagan
administration declared the strike to be a success and more recent assessments have
concluded that it was in fact a success story in the annals of coercive diplomacy.

DECLARED U.S. INTEREST

The policy of “swift and effective retribution” was formulated to deter state-
sponsored terrorism. By the mid-1980s terrorism was being carried out on a global scale
and there was increasing concern in the United States that the acts of violence were not
random events but rather the plots and stratagems of global networks of paramilitary
organizations being directed and funded by governments antagonistic to the United States
and the West.
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In the U.S. government at the time there was a policy consensus that terrorists
deserved harsh punishment. The problem, however, was that terrorist acts—typically
covert, planned in great secrecy, and executed as hit-and-run operations—generally leave
no hard consequently hard evidence to establish the identity of those responsible for the
violence. This problem led to a split within the Reagan administration over the question
of the actual utility and role of military force in countering terrorism. The Secretary of
Defense, Casper Weinberger, led the school of thought that argued that diplomatic
methods should have priority, that a military response risked attacking the wrong group
of suspects and could lead to an escalation of the conflict, and that even good intelligence
information was usually inconclusive. The Secretary of State, George Shultz, led the
other school that argued that the evidence of complicity did not have to be 100 percent
foolproof, that whatever risks there were could be managed, and that a passive policy
would likely lead to even more terrorism and would undermine U.S. interests abroad.
Defense Department reservations about the role and effectiveness of military intervention
in countering terrorism were overcome in the case of EL DORADO CANYON, due
perhaps primarily to the determination of President Reagan to act and to the apparently
conclusive nature of the intelligence information available to the decisionmakers (even
though that information was never made available to the public).

The immediate context within which EL DORADO CANYON was planned and
implemented was international terrorism, but there was a larger context which is also
relevant to understanding the decision to attack Qaddafi’s Libya. Shortly after Qaddafi
came to power in a military coup in 1969, he expelled U.S. military bases from his
country and began to assume the role of Nasser’s heir in the Middle East, acting as the
guardian of Arab nationalism and Islamic socialism. Qaddafi began making aggressive
noises about becoming the regional hegemony and threatened his neighbors, particularly
the Sudanese, and began to develop a military relationship with the Soviet Union.
Without meaningful military capabilities within Libya itself, Qaddafi turned to the
financial support and backing of Palestinian terrorist organizations and became their
accomplice.

Four years into his regime Qaddafi declared the Gulf of Sidra, a 300-mile body of
water lying between Tripoli and Benghazi, to be part of Libya. The United States and
other governments rejected this claim on grounds that it violated the international legal
limit of 12 miles, and in 1973 and again in 1980 U.S. reconnaissance aircraft of the Sixth
Fleet were harassed by Libyan fighter interceptors in the Gulf. In this period, the rules of
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engagement in effect required U.S. Navy pilots to seek permission from the task force
commander before returning any fire and to hold fire when the enemy was returning to
base or disengaging. The Reagan administration changed these rules to allow the Navy
pilots to intercept aircraft and to escort them away from areas where the Sixth Fleet might
be exercising and to engage in “hot pursuit” should the U.S. aircraft be attacked. Under
the new rules of engagement, in August 1981 two U.S. Navy F-14s in the Gulf were
approached by two Libyan Soviet-built SU-22 attack aircraft and fired upon. The Navy
plane returned fire by firing SIDEWINDER missiles and which shot down the Libyan
jets down.

Another incident occurred in March 1984 when a Libyan TU-22 bomber attacked
U.S CIA facilities in the Sudan, and over the next few months Libyan naval vessels
began scattering mines near the Suez Canal. In that same year, the Soviets were reported
to be using Tobruk for a naval repair facility and Jufra as an airfield. This activity led
President Reagan to sign National Security Decision Directive (NSDD) 138 on April 3,
1984. Some parts of the still-classified directive have become public, including the
following: “No nation can condone terrorism . . . States that use or support terrorism
cannot be allowed to do so without consequences . . . The United States will use all
available channels to dissuade states from supporting terrorism . . . When these efforts
fail, the United States has a right to defend itself "1

Plans for dealing specifically with Qaddafi proceeded apace in 1985. Early in that
year the NSC staff outlined two approaches: a “broad” one and a “bold” one. The broad
approach considered the possibility of supporting Egypt in an armed conflict with Libya
and coupling further freedom of navigation exercises in the Gulf of Sidra with additional
kinds of ship movements. The bold approach was a combination of covert and overt
actions, including a proposal to encourage Egypt and Algeria to find a pretext for
declaring war on Libya and to assist those two countries with U.S. help once the war
began. A specific plan that was developed in some detail called for a joint U.S.-Egyptian
attack on Libya, with the United States providing logistical support. This plan, code-
named “Flower/Rose,” was advocated by RADM John Poindexter, the President’s deputy

1 As quoted in Gregory L. Trebon, Libyan State Sponsored Terrorism—What Did Operation El Dorado

Canyon Accomplish?, Report No. 88-2600, Air Command and Staff College, Air University, Maxwell
AFB, Alabama, April 1988.
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national security adviser at the time, but it gained no support, the JCS arguing that six
U.S. divisions would be required if the attack got bogged down.2

Then in early 1986 Qaddafi declared that the invisible line at the top of the Gulf
of Sidra at 32 degrees 30 minutes north latitude would henceforth be a “line of death” for
those attempting to cross it. At the time, the Sixth Fleet was engaged in an operation
code-named ATTAIN DOCUMENT, the purpose of which was to uphold the principle of
freedom of navigation but also likely intended to provoke Qaddafi into some kind of
military action. As part of this operation, the U.S. Navy attacked the Libyan SA-5 site at
Sirte and destroyed some Libyan patrol boats in the Gulf. In March 1986 Qaddafi
declared a “state of war” to exist with the United States and threatened that all U.S.
installations in NATO countries were potential targets of Libyan actions.

DESCRIPTION OF U.S. MILITARY ASSETS INVOLVED

The specific operational planning for EL DORADO CANYON took place within
the context of a formal military planning effort that had actually begun as early as late
1985, when the U.S. Commander in Chief, Europe (USCINCEUR), directed that a series
of strike plans against Libya be developed under the supervision of the Commander of
the Sixth Fleet (COMSIXTHFLT) and the Commander-in-Chief of U.S. Air Forces
in Europe (CINCUSAFE). USCINCEUR had been designated as supported CINC
by the JCS. COMSIXTHFLT was designated the Officer in Tactical Command
(USCOMEDOPS) on January 17, 1986. This command arrangement was in effect for the
ATTAIN DOCUMENT exercise in early 1986 and for EL DORADO CANYON. Crisis
action teams were fully operational at USEUCOM, USAFE, and USNAVEUR during
ATTAIN DOCUMENT and were recalled for EL DORADO CANYON. The basic
missions, rules of engagement, force constitution, and command relationships concerning
Operation EL DORADO CANYON had their origins in the planning activity associated
with ATTAIN DOCUMENT.

The five targets selected for the attack were:

1. The Azziziyah barracks in Western Libya which served as Qaddafi’s
command center and residence

2 For details see David Martin and John Walcott, Best Laid Plans: The Inside Story of America’s War
Against Terrorism, New York, Harper and Row, 1988.
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2. The military side of the Tripoli International Airport where Libya’s fleet of
nine IL-76s was based

The naval barracks at Sidi Balal, a command training facility near Tripoli

4. The Jamahariyah Barracks in East Libya which Qaddafi used as an alternate
command post

5. The Benin airfield where Libyan MiG-23s were based

The targets were distributed among the elements of the Air Force and the Navy,
the Air Force being responsible for the three targets in the west (1, 2, and 3) and the Navy
for the two targets in the east (4 and 5).

In the selection of these targets there was apparently no specific official or
unofficial policy directive to target Qaddafi himself—assassination of foreign leaders was
against U.S. law. However, the fact that Qaddafi’s command center and residence at the
Azziziyah Barracks and the alternative command post at the Jamahariyah Barracks were
on the target list suggests that interest clearly existed in getting rid of the Libyan leader.
Should Qaddafi be eliminated in the attack, it could be interpreted as an unintended by-
product of the retaliatory strike.

Early in the planning stages of Operation EL DORADO CANYON a dispute
developed between the NSC staff and the JCS over the question of appropriate targets
and delivery systems. The NSC staff suggested the idea of destroying essentially
economic/industrial targets while the JCS favored an approach that linked the targets to
Libya’s terrorist activities. The NSC staff also argued the case for using the most
advanced weapons systems like cruise missiles and stealth fighters; the JCS believed that
the F-111s and Navy fighters aboard the carriers were up to the job.

The five targets were recommended by the Deputy Commander in Chief, Europe
(DEPUSCINCEUR), in Stuttgart. USCINCEUR proposed the list to the JCS and the
Secretary of Defense, according to one account, on the basis of the following criteria:

1. Targets must be clearly related to terrorism and demonstrable as such. This

would show we were only responding in kind and demonstrate our
recognition of the distinction between terrorists and the Libyan military.

2. Targets must be valuable and well within our capability to strike effectively.
This would enable a high probability of success, minimize the likelihood of
American losses, and help our goal of demonstrating a capable U.S. military.

3. Targets must be capable of attack with a low probability of collateral damage
or casualties. Heavy civilian casualties would portray an image of an
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indiscriminate U.S. military no better than the terrorists we were trying to
deter.

4. Successful attack must be possible with a force size proportional to target
value. This would limit the size of the strike force and preclude the image of
heavy handedness by the Americans.3

The basis for using both Air Force and Navy aircraft has not been as clearly
established as the basis for target selection. In a recently published study, various
explanations were given:

e Given that a night strike was needed to minimize aircraft losses, the Navy had

insufficient night-capable strike aircraft (A-6Es) to cover all five targets with
an adequate damage expectancy.

e The Navy could have covered all targets, but the Air Force was brought in to
provide a level of insurance.

e Although the Navy had night-capable aircraft, the A-6 would not have fared
well against the formidable anti-air defenses of the Tripoli target set.

® The Reagan Administration wanted British political support for the strike
operation, support embodied in the Thatcher government’s anticipated
decision to authorize the use of bases in the United Kingdom.4

An additional explanation was given by the Wall Street Journal at the time: inter-
service rivalry and the felt need to participate.’

The attack on the Libyan targets was made with forces of the U.S. Air Force and
Navy/Marine Corps. Twenty-four Air Force F-111s, 5 EF-111s, 19 KC-10s, and 10 KC-
135s departed their bases at Lakenheath, Mildenhall, and Upper Heyford in the United
Kingdom at approximately the same time as the USS Coral Sea left its position north of
Sicily and the USS America headed down Sicily’s west coast. Seventy aircraft aboard
the Coral Sea and America were involved in the strike: F-14s, F/A-18s, A-6s, E-2Cs, and
EA-6Bs.

The Air Force planners at Lakenheath launched 24 F-111s even though the strike
plan called for only 18 aircraft to actually complete the mission. This was to ensure that
18 aircraft would actually be over their targets in Libya. En route six of the aircraft

Gregory L. Trebon, op. cit., pp. 12-14.

James A. Winnefeld and Dana J. Johnson, Joint Air Operations: Pursuit of Unity in Command and
Control, 1942-1991, Annapolis, MD, Naval Institute Press, 1993. pp. 83-84.

5 As quoted in Gregory L. Trebon, op. cit., p. 90.
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returned to base. The EF-111 electronic warfare planes were assigned the role of
jamming the Libyan radar and the KC-10 and KC-135 tankers carried the 7 million
pounds of fuel required for the round trip mission.

The strike plan for the Navy was to use A-6s aboard the USS Coral Sea to attack
Benin airfield outside Benghazi and the aircraft aboard the USS America to hit the army
barracks. The Coral Sea was to attack the Libyan air defenses on the Benghazi side of
the Gulf and the America’s aircraft were to fly air defense suppression for the Air Force
on the Tripoli side. The A-6 Intruders and A-7 Corvairs were to deliver SHRIKE anti-
radar missiles and the F/A 18 Hornets were to fire HARM anti-radiation missiles against
the Libyan radar. The E-2Cs were to scan the horizon for hostile aircraft and EA-6B
Prowlers were to jam Libyan communications and radar. Some F-14s were assigned the
role of accompanying the Hornets in case of need for firing air-to-air missiles.

OUTCOME/ASSESSMENT

After the attack on Libya the official Pentagon announcement was that it was an
unqualified military success—a “flawless professional performance.” However, the Air
Force and Navy planners took a more sober position on the extent to which military
objectives had actually been met.

The bomb damage assessment after the strike showed that no direct hits were
achieved at Azziziyah and at Sidi Bilal smoke obscured the target and many bombs were
ineffective. The Libyan fleet of 13 IL-76s, which was the main target set at the Tripoli
airfield, sustained only three to five hits and the seven A-6 aircraft targeted against the
Benin airfield managed to destroy only two of the six hangers. The Navy planes from the
USS America managed to get only 10 percent of their weapons on target.

There was also considerable collateral damage. In one neighborhood four 2,000-
pound bombs fell on residential areas and killed innocent bystanders. This was the
neighborhood in which the French Embassy was located and the French government later
sent the U.S. government a stern complaint.

Finally, the military objective of carrying out the attack without loss of U.S.
military personnel was not realized in that two Air Force officers flying one of the F-111s
against Azziziyah lost their lives and aircraft in the operation. The cause of the loss has
never been officially established and explanations have ranged from pilot error to the
effectiveness of Libyan antiaircraft missiles.
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As to whether the political objectives of the raid were met, President Reagan and
George Shultz have argued in their memoirs that the attack silenced Qaddafi; in the
words of Shultz it put Qaddafi “back in his box.” However, the President was prepared
to acknowledge that the effect was temporary rather than permanent, for within 2 years
after the event Qaddafi remained a problem: “Although our air attack on Libya had
silenced some of the state-sponsored terrorism directed from Tripoli, the forces of radical
Islamic fundamentalism were on the march there and elsewhere in the Middle East;
Colonel Qaddafi had begun a crash program to develop chemical weapons to advance his
revolution, with all that meant to a world that had good reason to worry about the next
move by this unpredictable clown.”¢ In 1988 Pan Am Flight 103 was destroyed over
Lockerbie, Scotland and Libyan intelligence agents were indicted in U.S. courts.
Whether this post-raid activity of Libyan agents was in retaliation for the U.S. raid cannot
be determined. It is the case that the number of international terrorist incidents has
generally declined over the past 8 years but how much of this can be attributed
specifically to the raid on Libya cannot be determined.

Operation EL DORADO CANYON might be viewed as a limited success for
coercive diplomacy in that it apparently had, at least for a while, a moderating effect on
Qaddafi’s behavior. The strike also communicated the message to other state-sponsors of
terrorism that the United States was prepared to act militantly against the sponsors of
terrorism—that terrorism had a price in terms of physical damage. Those states
considering future acts of violence comparable to the bombing of the disco in West
Berlin now had to think twice about their plans.

At the same time, however, it is necessary to recognize the limitations of carrying
out such operations as EL DORADO CANYON. As already noted, the effects may be
only temporary. The strike was not conclusive in its results but rather can be seen as only
one episode in a series of events which have not yet played themselves out. (Qaddafi
remains the leader of the Libyan regime and a potential threat to U.S. security. It may be
that he has shifted his focus away from terrorism and toward the development of weapons
of mass destruction.)

EL DORADO CANYON also showed that operational risks cannot be easily
discounted. Great effort was made in the planning of the operation to avoid extensive
collateral damage and, while different views will likely always exist as to what collateral

6 Ronald Reagan, An American Life, New York, Simon and Schuster, p. 407.
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damage is acceptable to planners, in the case of EL DORADO CANYON the damage
was much greater than the military expected. In addition, two Air Force officers were
killed in the raid.

A further consideration is that EL DORADO CANYON was a relatively major
military operation—scores of aircraft and complex command and control arrangements.
To mount an attack of this scale and complexity raises questions about the cost-
effectiveness of this kind of military operation. Viewed exclusively as a reprisal or
retaliatory attack in response to setting off of a bomb in a foreign country, this kind of
operation may not be a feasible option for the United States every time a similar event
occurs in the future.

On cost-effectiveness grounds, it is appropriate to consider the following:

*  Could the same basic mission have been accomplished by attacking a more
limited number of targets? If the major message to be communicated to
Qaddafi was more political than military, perhaps two or three target sets
would have been adequate.

*  The problem of “overflight” was an important consideration in the operation.
U.S. diplomatic efforts to get the permission of the French government to
allow the F-111s to overfly France proved impossible and the U.S. aircraft
consequently had to fly hundreds of extra miles in the execution of their
mission. Use of CONUS-based aircraft could have eased the problem of
overflight.

*  Gaining the consent of the Thatcher government to launch the F-111s from
the UK required the expenditure of U.S. diplomatic capital. U.S. allies have
traditionally been sensitive to supporting U.S. military operations where their
direct security interests are seen not to be involved. Circumstances can be
foreseen where the United States may in the future have to take responsive
actions in a timely manner in cases where working out the “coalition
politics” involved could jeopardize the success of a mission such as EL
DORADO CANYON. This is a further argument for examining alternative
basing options such as CONUS-based aircraft.

In this connection it is also worthwhile to consider the alternative explanations
(reviewed earlier) as to why the Air Force F-111s were made part of the attacking force.
The first explanation was that the Navy had insufficient night-capable strike aircraft to
cover the five targets with adequate damage expectancy. The F-111s were therefore seen
as a necessary complement to the Navy aircraft involved in the attack. In order to
achieve the specific objectives of the mission, the Air Force planes were required. Future
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contingencies can be envisaged where limitations of naval aircraft could force a decision
to employ Air Force planes.

The second explanation for Air Force participation was that it provided a degree
of “insurance,” presumably against unforeseen circumstances or unexpected
developments. There is always the risk in military operations of failing to adequately
assess the threat and some degree of “overkill” provides protection against faulty threat
assessments. Obtaining good intelligence information can be difficult in cases where
U.S. access is limited, such as in Libya, Iran and North Korea, and therefore a “comfort
level” can be built into a U.S. military operation by beefing up the attacking forces to a
point where the confidence of the planners in the operation is not brought into question.
Scenarios involving Iran and North Korea would necessitate considerable insurance
above and beyond that provided to deal with Qaddafi’s Libya.

The third explanation, that the A-6s would not have fared well against the Tripoli
anti-air defenses, again suggests that technical limitations of naval aircraft may argue the
need for Air Force planes. In increasingly complex attack environments where the
aircraft of one service may not be able to perform all the tasks required for successful
completion of the mission, it may be necessary to draw on the capabilities of all the
services.

Finally, the fourth explanation was that the Reagan administration viewed the use
of British bases as tangible evidence of the Thatcher government’s political support. In
the future, the United States might find itself in a similar situation where the support of a
particular friend or ally is considered essential to meeting a U.S. political objective. U.S.
aircraft launched from bases in Japan, for example, could send an important “signal” to
North Korea or China that the U.S. was undertaking military action with the political
backing of the Japanese government.
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Appendix C
OPERATION PROVIDE COMFORT

BACKGROUND

Operation PROVIDE COMFORT took place in the immediate aftermath of
Operation DESERT STORM, the international coalition effort to liberate Kuwait in early
1991.1 After the U.S. and its allies defeated the Iragi military in February 1991, Iraqi
Shi’as and Kurds rebelled against the Iragi government. The rebels expected support
from the U.S. and other coalition members who had called for the ouster of Iraqi
President Saddam Hussein. When aid did not come and the rebellions failed, a huge
refugee crisis emerged.

Although the U.S. and its coalition partners still had hundreds of thousands of
troops in the region to deal with any Iragi threat, the vast majority of troops were
deployed in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait along Iraq’s southern border. However, the worst
refugee problem emerged in Turkey, along Iraq’s northern border. Since Turkey was a
NATO member, its refugee crisis was the responsibility of the U.S. European Command
(EUCOM), rather than U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), which controlled most of
the forces in the area. EUCOM was ill-prepared for a relief effort having detailed a
significant portion of its forces to CENTCOM to fight the Iragis.

Politically, the U.S. was preoccupied with negotiating an end to the war with Iraq
and establishing a new post-war order in the Middle East. When the rebellions in Iraq
erupted, the U.S. and its regional allies saw the possibility of independent Kurdish and
Shi’a states in Iraq as a threat to the post-war peace. Preoccupation with these political
questions distracted U.S. policymakers from the emerging refugee crisis and left them in
a poor position to act quickly.

Most of the material in this case study is excerpted from a larger IDA study on political-military
connectivity being prepared for OSD(SO/LIC). The material has been formatted according to the
outline used in all of the six studies on presence. Specific bibliographical references can be found in
the larger case study for those interested in details of documentation, or can be obtained from the case
writer.
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The critical event that led to Operation PROVIDE COMFORT was the outbreak
of sectarian rebellions in Iraq after the Iraqi defeat in Kuwait. On March 2, 1991, the first
anti-government riots by Shi’as began in the city of Nasiriyeh, south of Baghdad. Within
a week, the uprising spread to the major Shi’a cities throughout southern Iraq.

In the north, the Kurdish rebellion began on March 7, 1991, with the liberation of
the more remote towns and cities. On March 14, the Kurdish uprising gained momentum
when over 100,000 Kurdish auxiliaries of the Iraqi army joined the rebels. By March 21,
the Kurds had liberated three northern Iraqi provinces and had seized the city of Kirkuk.
Both groups of insurgents expected help from the United States.

On March 9, the Iragi government launched its counterattack against the Shi’as,
using reorganized elements of the elite Republican Guards divisions. In the face of these
well-trained and well-armed forces, the Shi’a revolt collapsed quickly. The government
was ruthless in its effort to reassert control, ending the uprisings in all of the major Shi’a
cities by March 18. The Shi’as were subdued and the government turned its attention to
the Kurds.

The campaign against the Kurds began on March 28, 1991. As with the Shi’as,
the lightly-armed Kurds were no match for Iraqi helicopters, armor and artillery. The city
of Kirkuk fell on the first day, while the provincial capitals of Irbil, Suleimaniyeh, and
Dohuk fell to government forces by March 30. By April 3, the Kurdish uprising had
collapsed. The Iragi army’s use of helicopters was crucial to their success, since it
allowed them to quickly spot and strike rebel forces with impunity. The fact that U.S.
negotiators had permitted the Iraqis to fly their helicopters (ostensibly as transport for
senior officials as they surveyed the damage to the country) as part of the cease-fire
agreement created a tremendous controversy in the U.S. about the administration’s
handling of the end of the war.

In Iraq, the sudden reversal of fortune led to a massive exodus of Iraqi Kurds. In
1988, the Iraqi government used chemical weapons to kill thousands of Kurds, in a
campaign to crush a serious uprising in the north. Many Kurds expected that government
retaliation for the much larger and more widespread 1991 rebellion would be
proportionately worse. Expecting a pogrom, nearly a million Kurds fled to Turkey and
Iran by April 5, 1991. The U.S. military estimated that there were over 450,000 Kurdish
refugees in 43 locations along the Irag-Turkey border.
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The high concentration of refugees in a mountainous area, with no food, shelter,
or sanitation rapidly led to a disaster. Deaths among the refugees from starvation,
malnutrition, exposure and disease quickly climbed to over 1,000 a day. Efforts by the
Turkish government to get aid to the refugees were hampered by a lack of funds and poor
roads. As the refugee population climbed, the problems only got worse.

Meanwhile in Europe and the United States, numerous commentators in the press
criticized the allied leaders, particularly President Bush, for failing to aid the rebels in
Iraq. That the U.S. had permitted Iraq to fly its helicopters, facilitating the suppression of
the rebellions, only made matters worse. As the press began to cover the refugee crisis,
public pressure to help the refugees mounted rapidly. The European allies were
particularly concerned about the developing refugee crisis. On April 2, Turkey appealed
to the Security Council for help in dealing with Iraq and the refugee crisis. On the same
day, France and Britain began to pressure the U.S. to participate On April 5, 1991,
President Bush announced that in two days’ time, the U.S. would begin to air drop
supplies to refugees in northern Iraq. The President also pledged an additional $10
million in refugee assistance to help deal with the crisis and left the door open to increase
U.S. assistance. As the President made his announcement, U.S. forces with the European
Command (EUCOM) were placed on alert to carry out the mission.

DECLARED U.S. OBJECTIVES (POLITICAL AND MILITARY)

The Bush administration’s decision to initiate Operation PROVIDE COMFORT
was driven in large part by the need to preserve the credibility of U.S. foreign policy and
the need to support U.S. allies. While President Bush, in announcing the first air drops,
declared that “the human tragedy unfolding in and around Iraq demands immediate action
on a massive scale,” the underlying national security interest dictated that the U.S. not be
seen as willing to ignore a serious humanitarian disaster nor willing to turn a deaf ear to
the pleas of the NATO allies for action.

The primary political goal of the operation was to preserve the credibility of U.S.
international leadership. Since, in the eyes of the public and some allies, the
administration’s refusal to aid the Kurdish and Shi’a rebellions had led to the refugee
crisis, there was a sense that the U.S. was obligated to pick up the pieces. The U.S. had
been so successful in organizing and maintaining the coalition against Iraq in the Gulf
War, that the international community expected more from the U.S. To walk away from
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such a huge humanitarian crisis would cast doubt on U.S. leadership and undermine the
U.S. victory over Iraq.

Towards a similar end, the Bush administration sought to support its allies,
alleviating the pressure on the Turkish government. Turkey lacked the resources (both
financial and material) to deal with the refugee crisis on their own and they faced serious
unrest among their own Kurdish population if they could not bring the situation under
control. The U.S. assistance in dealing with the refugees could help to stabilize the
situation for the Turkish government and it would demonstrate that the U.S. would come
to the aid of its allies. Providing aid to the Kurdish refugees and ending the crisis offered
the best means to these ends.

Like every other administration since the Vietnam War, the Bush administration
was concerned about being drawn into an open-ended commitment. Intervening to
provide relief to refugees did not lend itself well to a rapid withdrawal of U.S. forces.
There are indications that from the beginning, the Bush administration wanted to
guarantee that it would not get caught indefinitely caring for the refugees. On April 12,
1991, President Bush agreed to an allied plan of action that included turning the relief
efforts over to civilian agencies as an explicit objective. The efforts by the military to
rely on local sources of aid and transport and the White House’s constant efforts to turn
relief operations over to the U.N. are two examples of how this constraint exhibited itself
during the operation.

The decision process initiating the operation lay mainly with the senior advisers in
the White House. Pressure from the public, members of Congress and the European
allies, and the growing news coverage of the refugees plight demanded some type of
action from the United States. Faced with this pressure, the President and his advisors
had to decide quickly on a strategy to deal with the immediate crisis. The White House
decided that the U.S. must undertake a relief effort and ordered the Department of
Defense to develop and execute a limited operation.

As the crisis progressed, the White House reassessed the political objectives and
constraints on the operation, modifying its guidance as necessary. In particular, the
President expanded the scope of the operation gradually, in response to new information.
He authorized the military to move beyond air drops of supplies to an increased presence
on the ground. To protect U.S. forces in the area, he announced a “no fly zone” in Iraq
above the 36th parallel, detailing additional U.S. planes to the area to enforce the
declaration. Finally, the President agreed to a British recommendation that the allied task




force establish “safe havens” inside Iraq to entice the refugees to return to their homes.
At each juncture, the gradual expansion of the mission improved the chances that the
U.S. would accomplish its primary political goals.

The fundamental military objective of Operation PROVIDE COMFORT was to
get aid and relief to Kurdish refugees along the Turkish-Iraqi border. The administration
wanted to end a humanitarian crisis and it was up to the military to do what was
necessary to stabilize the situation. This objective remained constant even as the scope
and direction of the operation were revised to keep up with events.

The operational objectives for Combined Task Force - PROVIDE COMFORT
(CTF) evolved gradually. Initially, the CTF was only authorized to conduct air drops of
relief supplies. By April 9, 1991, the CTF was permitted to put troops on the ground to
guide the air drops into the camps. On April 10, with the addition of Navy Task Force
60, centered around the USS Theodore Roosevelt (CVN-71), the CTF mission grew to
include a Combat Air Patrol (CAP) to insure that no Iragi aircraft flew north of the 36th
parallel. CINCEUR revised its operational guidance for the CTF to develop a long-term
approach that would emphasize local ground transport of supplies, more bulk food and
goods, and an effective distribution system that could be handed over to the U.N.

The operational objectives changed again when the administration consented to a
British idea to set up a “security zone” in northern Iraq for the refugees. The new
objectives then became to clear Iragi troops out of the area around the city of Zakhu, Iraq,
and to set up a system for stabilizing and repatriating the refugees. As the allied forces
moved into Iraq, the CTF discovered that they would have to expand the “security zone”
to include the towns and cities where the refugees came from. While the objectives for
the security zone changed according to the situation, CINCEUR and the CTF
Commander remained committed to getting the troops out of Iraq as soon as the U.N.
could handle the relief efforts.

The time constraints involved in the operation were a very critical issue. The high
death rates in the refugee camps meant that U.S. forces had to act quickly to save lives.
While the short time frame did not affect the military objectives, it did affect the planning
for the mission. In order to arrest the death rate in the camps, EUCOM had to get
whatever it could find into the camps as quickly as possible. There was no opportunity
for advance planning, so everything had to be organized on an ad hoc basis. EUCOM
sent whatever combat and support units it could move quickly and easily. More
importantly, the lack of information about the refugees’ plight meant that EUCOM could

C-5




not anticipate what units and what supplies would be needed. The overall mission
demanded that they get the troops there and modify the operation as it went along.

The rules of engagement (ROE) for Operation PROVIDE COMFORT involved a
very strong prejudice against the use of force. In Turkey, where Turkish units could
provide basic security for the relief effort, the normal peacetime rules of engagement
were adequate. However, when the CTF had to move into Iraq against an uncooperative
Iraqi military, EUCOM issued new detailed ROE for the move. Essentially, the ROE
authorized the use of force only in self-defense and then only as a last resort. The ROE
gave explicit instructions on how to deal with any military units committing a “hostile
act” or showing “hostile intent” and also covered how to deal with violent mobs and riot
situations among the refugees. In the words of the commander of the U.S. 3/325th
Airborne Battalion Combat Team, U.S. troops at all levels had to change their mind-set
from one “of closing with and destroying the enemy to that of accomplishing the mission
without resorting to force.”

As allied units arrived to join the relief effort, the CTF had reconcile the national
ROE of each unit with the U.S. ROE governing the bulk of the forces. In many cases, the
ROE for allied units were even more stringent than the U.S. ROE, often restricting the
deployment of troops as well as their use. Because the different ROE represented a threat
to the effectiveness of the allied force in Iraq, the CTF pushed for most of the allied units
to adopt the U.S. ROE. For those forces whose governments would not modify their
ROE sufficiently, the CTF worked with the national commanders to establish clear rules
for CTF commanders to take tactical control of allied units in the field. This helped to
minimize any confusion over when and how force could be used.

The CTF’s Military Coordination Center (MCC) also improved the operating
environment by reducing the likelihood of a hostile confrontation with Iraqi forces. By
warning the Iraqis in advance of allied movements, the MCC ensured that allied forces
would not surprise any Iraqi units and spark a fight. The combination of the ROE and the
MCC proved very effective in preventing conflict. Throughout the whole operation, only
one firefight erupted between allied and Iraqi forces. There were no other incidents on
the ground.

EVENT DESCRIPTION/U.S. MILITARY ASSETS INVOLVED

The opening phase of Operation PROVIDE COMFORT began on April 7, 1991.
U.S. Air Force transport planes dropped 27 tons of supplies into the Kurdish camps along
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the Turkey-Iraq border. The original guidance from CINCEUR called for up to 10 days
of air drops and the development of a forward support base for the operation. EUCOM
deployed the 10th Special Forces Group (SFG), the 39th Special Operations Wing and
various other Air Force units to the region to handle the air drops, as part of Joint Task
Force PROVIDE COMFORT (JTF-PC). The JTF was under the command of MGEN
James Jamerson, USAF.

Shortly after their arrival in Turkey, elements of the 10th SFG and State
Department disaster relief experts were sent to the refugee camps to help organize
distribution and to assess the needs of the refugees. The results of the first missions were
mixed. Some aid got to the Kurds, but many drops came down in adjacent valleys that
were inaccessible to the refugees. Reports from the field also indicated that some of the
supplies being dropped were destroyed on impact.

Based on this information, CINCEUR and the JTF commander concluded that the
relief effort would have to switch its emphasis from air drops of prepackaged materials
(e.g- MREs) to overland transportation of bulk goods. On April 9, CINCEUR revised its
mission guidance calling for reduced reliance on air drops, tailoring of deliverables to the
needs of the refugees, and civilianizing the relief effort as much as possible. In order to
support this expanded effort, EUCOM ordered ground combat assets into Turkey to
assist. On April 9, the 24th MEU received it orders to deploy to Turkey, arriving in port
on April 13.

As an intermediate step to overland transport, the JTF first switched over to using
helicopters to bring in supplies. Teams from the 10th SFG in the refugee camps began to
clear landing zones (LZs). By April 15, the aviation element of the 24th MEU, HMM-
264, was in place in Silopi, Turkey with its 23 helicopters and ready to assist. However,
when the helicopters started arriving at the refugee camps, the starving refugees swarmed
into the LZ, forcing the pilots to dump their cargo from a low hover to avoid an accident.
According to one account, the helicopters faced an added danger from allied aircraft
continuing to air drop supplies over the refugee camps and the helicopter LZs.

On April 10, the JTF acquired a naval forces (NAVFOR) component composed of
Navy Task Force 60, a carrier battle group built around the USS Theodore Roosevelt
(CVN-T71). Task Force 60 was to provide fighter cover over northern Iraq to ensure that
no Iraqi aircraft violated the “no fly zone” above the 36th parallel. President Bush had
announced the “no fly zone” the day before, authorizing CINCEUR to expand the
mission for PROVIDE COMFORT accordingly.
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On April 12, the U.S. and its allies agreed upon a plan to resolve the refugee crisis
by setting up “safe havens” inside Iraq to entice the refugees to return to their homes. On
April 16, EUCOM established the Combined Task Force (CTF) to execute the allied plan
with a large multinational force. EUCOM expanded the military mission to include a
ground based presence in Iraq and a new effort to return the refugees to Iraq. The CTF
was to set up a series of temporary camps in Turkey and Iraq to act as way stations for
the Kurds returning to their homes in the new allied safe zone. Turkey agreed on April
16 to permit the U.S. to establish temporary refugee camps on its side of the border. To
help establish the camps EUCOM ordered the rest of the 24th MEU ashore to help the
prepare the sites.

EUCOM developed a four-phase plan for U.S. forces to provide relief in
conjunction with allied military forces and the numerous international relief organizations
(IROs). In phase one, EUCOM would rely on air drops until they could acquire local
transport to move bulk goods overland by truck. In phase two, the U.S. and allied forces
of the Combined Task Force (CTF) would set up supply bases and temporary camps
(mainly in Turkey) for the refugees. Phase three involved the longer term goal of
returning the refugees to their homes in a Iraq, 